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'HE  last  mode  of  conveying  real  property  is  by  devise,  or  dis-  Orig^in  of  de- 
position contained  in  a  person's  last  will  and  testament,  to 
take  place  at  the  death  of  the  devisor.  The  word  devisa,  devise, 
appears  to  be  derived  from  divide,  and  originally  meant  any 
kind  of  division  or  distribution  of  property.  But  it  was  used 
to  denote  a  will  or  testament  so  early  as  in  the  time  of  Glanville, 
who  says.  Potest  enim  quilibet  homo,  nugoribus  debitis  non 
ixvoluius,  de  rebus  suis,  in  itifirmtate  sud  rationabikm  dcvisam 
facere. 

2.  It  is  generally  agreed  that  the  power  of  devising  lands  Host.  in.  b. 
existed  in  the  time  of  the  Saxons ;  (a)  but  upon  the  establish-  2  inst.  7. 
ment  of  the  Normans  it  was  taken  away  as  inconsistent  with  Wnght'sTeo. 
the  principles  of  the  feudal  law  \  and  although  many  of  the 
restraints  on  alienation  by  deed  were  removed  before  Glanville  Tit.  32.  c.  1. 
wrote,  yet  the  power  of  devising  lands  was  not  allowed  for  a 
longtime  after;  partly  from  an  apprehension  of  imposition  on 
persons  in  their  last  moments ;  and  partly  on  account  of  the 
want  of  that  public  notoriety  which  the  common  law  requires 

(a)  The  will  of  King  Alfred  is  preserved  in  a  Register  of  the  Abbey  of  Newminster, 
and  has  been  lately  printed  at  Oxford. 
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in  every  transfer  of  real  property.  It  is  therefore  s^id,  in  the 
same  chapter  of  Glanville  from  which  the  passage  in  the  pre- 
ceding section  is  taken,  which  relates  to  personal  property  only, 
that  no  one  could  dispose  of  his  lands  by  will.  De  hareditaie 
vero  nihil  in  ultima  voluntate  disponere  potest. 

Lit.  s.  167.  3.  The  power  of  devising  continued  however  as  to  socage 

lands,  situated  in  cities  and  boroughs,  and  also  as  to  all  lands 
in  Kent,  held  by  the  custom  of  gavelkind  ;  and  as  the  ancient 
Saxon  laws  are  supposed  to  have  remained  unaltered  in  Kent, 
this  is  an  additional  proof  that  lands  were  generally  devisable  in 
the  time  of  the  Saxons. 

Tit.  I  I.e.  2.  4^  We  have  seen  that  a  power  of  devising  lands  was  indi- 

rectly acquired  by  means  of  the  invention  of  uses,  and  this 
power  appears  to  have  been  not  only  allowed  by  the  crown  and 
the  legislature,  but  even,  in  some  particular  instances,  to  have 
received  their  sanction ;  for  by  the  statutes  7  Hen.  7.  c.  3.  and 
14  and  16  Hen.  8.  c.  14.  persons  who  were  in  the  King's  service 
in  the  wars  were  allowed  to  alien  their  lands  for  the  performance 
of  their  wills,  without  licence,  or  fine  for  alienation. 

5.  The  practice  of  devising  the  use  of  lands  carried  the  power 
of  disposing  of  real  property  much  further  than  was  consistent 
with  the  nature  of  tenures.  It  tended  to  deprive  the  lords  of 
their  wardships,  profits  of  marriages,  and  reliefs ;  and  the  King 
of  his  primer  seisin,  livery,  and  fines  for  alienation;  which  con- 
stituted a  considerable  part  of  the  ancient  revenue  of  the  crown. 
This,  together  with  many  other  inconveniences  that  flowed  from 

Idem.  the  doctrine  of  uses,  was  removed  by  the  statute  27  Hen.  {$. 

which  uniting  the  legal  seisin  of  the  land  to  the  use,  effectually 
took  away  the  power  of  devising. 

Statutes  of  6.  The  inconveniences  which  attended  this  restraint  on  the 

disposition  of  lands  by  devise,  induced  the  legislature,  in  a  few 
years  after,  to  give  to  every  proprietor  of  land  a  power  to  devise 
a  portion  of  it.  For  this  purpose  an  act  was  passed,  32  Hen.  8. 
intituled,  **  The  Act  of  Wills,  Wards,  and  Primer  Seisins,"  re- 
citing, that  persons  of  landed  property  could  not  conveniently 
maintain  hospitality,  nor  provide  for  their  families,  the  educa- 
tion of  their  children,  or  payment  of  their  debts,  out  of  their 
goods  and  moveables ;  it  therefore  enacts,  that  all  and  every 
person  and  persons,  having  manors,  lands,  tenements,  or  here- 
ditaments, may  give  and  dispose  of  them,  as  well  by  last  will 
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and  testament  in  writing,  as  by  any  act  executed  in  their  life- 
time in  the  following  manner:  if  they  held  in  socage,  they 
might  devise  the  whole ;  and  if  they  held  of  the  King^  or  of 
any  other  person,  by  knight  service,  they  might  devise  two 
parts,  or  as  much  as  should  amount  to  the  yearly  value  of  two 
parts  in  three,  in  certainty,  and  by  special  divisions,  so  as  it 
might  be  known. 

7.  By  the  stat  34  and  36  Hen.  8.  c.  5.  intituled  "  The  Bill 
concerning  the  Explanation  of  Wills,"  reciting  that  several 
doubts,  questions,  and  ambiguities  had  risen  upon  the  statute 
32  Hen.  8.  it  was  enacted,  (s.  3.)  that  the  words,  estate  of  in- 
heritance, used  in  that  statute,  should  mean  only  an  estate  in 
fee  simple.  And  it  was  further  enacted,  (s.  4.)  **  That  all  and 
singular  peraon  and  persons  having  a  sole  estate  or  interest  in 
fee  simple,  or  seised  in  fee  simple,  in  coparcenary,  or  in  common 
in  fee  simple,  of  and  in  any  manors,  lands,  tenements,  rents,  or 
other  hereditaments,  in  possession,  reversion,  or  remainder,  or  of 
rents  or  services  incident  to  any  reversion  or  remainder,  shall 
have  foil  and  free  liberty,  power,  and  authority  to  give,  dispose, 
will,  or  devise  to  any  person  or  persons,  (except  bodies  politic 
and  corporate)  by  his  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  as 
much  as  in  him  of  right  is  or  shall  be,  all  his  said  manors,  lands, 
tenements,  rents,  and  hereditaments,  or  any  of  them,  or  any* 
rents,  commons,  or  other  profits  or  commodities  out  of,  or  to  be 
perceived  of  the  same,  or  out  of  any  parcel  thereof,  at  his  own 
free  will  and  pleasure." 

8.  Under  the  authority  of  the  above  statutes,  no  more  than 
two-thirds  of  lands  held  by  knight  service,  either  of  the  King, 
or  of  a  subject,  could  be  devised ;  but  in  consequence  of  the 
abolition  of  military  tenures,  and  the  conversion  of  knight 
service  and  all  the  other  old  modes  of  holding  lands  into  com- 
mon socage,  the  operation  of  these  statutes  was  extended  to  all 
freehold  estates  in  fee  simple. 

9.  The  statutes  of  wills  being  in  the  affirmative,  were  held  not  i  intt.  in 
to  take  away  the  custom  of  devising;  and  formerly  it  was  of  3  Rep.  as 
importance,  in  many  cases,  to  resort  to  the  custom  of  devising, 

as  being  most  beneficial  for  the  devisee.  But  now  the  two 
powers  being  assimilated  and  made  for  the  most  part  com- 
mensurate, it  can  seldom  happen  that  it  should  be  necessary  to 
call  in  aid  the  power  by  custom ;  though  it  is  possible,  as  where 
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the  custom  enables  an  infant  of  fouf teen,  or  a  feme  covert,  to 
devise  lands* 

Katureofade-       10.  The  idea  of  a  devise  of  land  was  evidently  taken  from 

statutes.  th®  Testament  of  the  Roman  law,  which  was  at  all  times  allow^ 

in  England  with  respect  to  personal  property.  But  the  power 
of  devising  lands  being  given  by  positive  statutes,  is  only  co-ex*^ 
tensive  with  the  words  of  those  statutes.  A  devise  is  therefore 
founded  on  different  principles,  and  governed  by  different  rules, 
from  a  testament,  which,  in  the  English  law,  is  only  an  instru- 
ment to  transmit  personal  property ;  for  a  devise  is  considered, 
not  so  much  in  the  nature  of  a  testament,  as  of  a  conveyance 
declaring  the  uses  to  which  the  land  shall  be  subject  after  the 
death  of  the  devisor. 

11.  The  word  testament,  in  the  Roman  law,  was  applied  only 
to  dispositions  which  contained  the  institution  or  appointment 
of  an  heir,  who  was  to  take  all  the  property  of  the  testator;  and 
the  Roman  lawyers  observe  that  a  testament  might  be  made  in 
five  words — Quinque  verbis  potest  qt(is  facere  testamentum,  ut 
dicat,  Lucius  Titius  mihi  hteres  esto.  All  other  dispositions,  in 
which  there  was  no  heir  named,  were  called  codicils,  or  dona- 
tions in  contemplation  of  death ;  but  the  English  law  does  not 
admit  of  these  distinctions,  for  a  devise  does  not  necessarily  imply 
%the  appointment  of  a  general  heir,  or  a  disposition  of  all  the 
testator's  lands,  but  only  those  which  are  particularly  mentioned ; 
and  the  residue  descends  to  the  heir,  as  if  no  such  partial  devise 
had  been  made. 

Tit.  32.  c.  17.        12.  It  has  been  already  stated  that  wills  made  in  execution  of 

powers  are,  in  fact,  appointments  of  uses ;  but  still  that  they 
have  all  the  essential  qualities  of  wills,  or  devises  of  land. 

A  codicil.  13.  A  codicil,  of  which  the  name  only  is  taken  from  the 

Roman  law,  is  a  supplement  to  a  devise,  or  an  addition  made  by  a 
testator  to  his  will,  and  of  which  it  is  considered  as  apart,  being 
intended  to  alter  or  explain,  or  to  make  some  addition  to,  or  sub- 
traction from,  the  former  dispositions  of  the  testator. 

14.  A  person  may  therefore  make  several  wiUs  of  diffwpnt 
parts  of  his  lands,  or  of  distinct  estates  and  interests  therein* 
He  may  also  make  several  codicils,  altering,  explaining,  adding 
to,  or  substracting  from  what  was  before  devised ;  or  devising 
a  part  of  his  estate  not  disposed  of  by  any  former  will  or  codicil ; 
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and  the  law  will  annex  such  codicil  or  codicils  to  his  will,  and 
consider  the  whole  as  one  instrament. 

15.  The  law  has  not  prescribed  any  particular  form  in  which  a  No  particular 
will  or  codicil  must  he  made  :  so  that  any  writing  by  which  the 
intention  of  a  person  appears  to  give  or  dispose  of  his  lands, 

after  bis  decease,  though  in  the  form  of  a  deed,  will  be  con- 
sidered as  a  good  devise. 

16.  G.  Wiiham,  by  indenture  made  between  him  of  the  one  Hickson  v. 
part,  and  Orbel  and  '  Skin  of  the  other  part,  declared  his  in*-  Finch  R.  195. 
tention  to  raise  portions  for  his  children^  and  to  pay  his  debts;  p|^^J[* 
and  thereby  settled  his  lands  on  Orbel  and  Skin,  in  trust  to  sell  ^  ^^*  ^^^' 
the  same,  &c.,  and  made  them  executors,  to  the  uses  aforesaid  ; 

and  signed',  sealed,  published,  and  declared  this  to  be  his  last  ciymerv. 
will  in  the  presence  of  several  witnesses.  The  Court  of  Chanpery  iBi^k.R.345. 
declared  this  to  be  a  good  will. 

17.  In  a  modern  case,  which  will  be  stated  hereafter.  Lord  Habergham  v. 
Loughborough,  Mr.  J.  BuUer,  and  Mr.  J.  Wilson  held  that  a  6t!1i/92. 
deed  poll,  which  was  intended  to  operate  after  the  death  of  the  20!^  ^^^* 
person  who  made  it,  and  who  had  already  published  his  will,  to 

which  it  referred,  should  be  considered  as  a  codicil. 

18.  In  the  case  of  a  devise  of  lands,  the  freehold  is  transferred  A  devise  trans- 
to  the  devisee  before  entry ;  and  he  may  enter  without  the  hold. 
assent  of  the  devisor's  heir,  to  whom  nothing  descends.    If  the  \  s^ow!  R.  71. 
devisor's  heir  should  enter  on  the  lands  devised,  the  devisee  may 

bring  an  ejectment  against  him,  which,  however,  is  his  only 
remedy.  And  those  to  whom  lands  are  given  by  devise  are  said 
to  take  in  the  nature  of  purchasers ;  though  the  bounty  of  the 
testator  is  the  only  consideration  supposed  in  a  will.  But  it  is 
settled  that  a  devisee  may  disagree  to,  and  disclaim  a  devise;  in  infra,  c.  8. 
which  case  nothing  will  vest  in  him. 

19.  A  devise  imports  a  consideration  in  itself;  consequently  And  imports  a 
there  cannot  be  a  resulting  use  upon  it ;  nor  can  it  be  averred  to  Tit.  6.  c.  4. 
be  to  the  use  of  any  other  but  the  devisee.     It  is  for  this  reason  jjl^i^  ^  4. 
that  a  devise  of  lands  cannot  be  averred  at  law  to  be  a  bar  to 

dower,  jointure,  or  any  other  right  or  interest  to  which  the 
devisee  may  be  entitled.  It  has,  however,  been  stated,  that  in 
equity  a  devise  is  sometimes  considered  as  a  satisfaction  ;  and  it 

sboofai  be  observed  that  a  will  does  not  defeat  a  prior  voluntary  Tit.  32.  c.  28. 

con?eyance. 
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Wilson  V. 
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7  East.  128. 


Vol.  4.  p.  93. 

s.  8. 

8«  3f  4.  6. 
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550. 
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20.  Soon  after  the  statute  of  wills,  it  was  found  that  the 
power  of  devising  was  attended  with  some  very  material  incon- 
veniences; for  creditors  by  bond  or  other  specialty,  which 
affected  the  heir,  provided  he  had  assets  by  descent,  were  de- 
frauded of  their  securities ;  not  having  the  same  remedy  against 
the  devisee  of  their  debtor.  But  by  the  statute  3  Will,  and 
Mary,  c.  14.  it  is  enacted,  (s.  2.)  that  all  wills  and  testaments 
shall  be  deemed  and  taken,  only  as  against  creditor  or  creditors 
by  bond  or  other  specialty,  in  which  the  heirs  are  bound,  their 
heirs,  successors,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  to  be 
fraudulent  and  utterly  void.  [By  the  third  section  creditors 
were  empowered  to  bring  their  actions  against  the  heir  and 
devisee ;  and  by  the  fourth  section  it  was  provided  that  devises 
for  payment  of  debts  or  portions  for  the  child  or  children  of  any 
person  (other  than  the  heir  at  law)  in  pursuance  of  contracts 
before  marriage  should  be  valid. 

21.  There  were  some  cases  of  hardship  for  which  the  above 
statute  did  not  supply  a  remedy :  if  there  happened  to  be  no 
heir,  the  creditor  could  not  bring  his  action  against  the  devisee ; 
and  it  was  decided  that  the  statute  only  applied  to  those  cases 
of  specialty  debts,  for  which  actions  of  debt  could  be  brought, 
namely,  for  sums  certain,  but  that  it  gave  no  remedy  for  damages 
for  breach  of  covenants  or  contracts  under  seal. 

22.  The  statute  of  1  Will.  4.  c.  47.  repeals  the  above  statute 
and  substitutes  other  enactments  in  its  stead  :  by  this  statute, 
as  we  have  before  noticed,  the  devisee  is  placed  in  the  same 
situation  as  the  heir,  and  the  creditor  may  proceed  against  the 
devisee,  or  the  devisee  of  such  devisee,  and  not  only  in  respect  of 
bonds  and  covenants  for  sums  certain,  but  of  all  other  special- 
ties. The  fifth  section  enacts  the  proviso  sect.  4.  of  the  statute 
of  Will,  and  Mary,  omitting  the  words,  **  other  than  the  heir 
at  law."] 

23.  Mr.  Fonblanque  has  observed,  that  in  consequence  of 
the  fourth  section  of  the  statute  of  Will,  and  Mary,  bond  and 
other  specialty  creditors,  whose  demands  do  in  their  nature 
affect  the  lands,  are  still  liable  to  be  prejudiced  by  the  right  of 
their  debtor  to  devise  his  real  estate ;  for  if  he  devise,  subject  to 
the  payment  of  his  debts,  his  simple  contract  creditors  will  by 
such  devise  be  entitled  to  be  paid  pari  passu  with  his  bond  or 
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specialty  creditors ;  because  in  conscience,  their  debts  are  to  be 
equally  favoured,  being  equally  due. 

24.  A  case  has  been  already  stated  in  which  it  was  determined  Kvnaston  v. 

Clarke 

that  an  estate  in  reversion  is  within  this  statute;  that  a  devise  Tiui?'.  s.3i. 
of  the  reversion  by  the  heir  of  the  obligor,  is  also  within  the  act ; 
and  that  in  such  a  case  the  lands  are  liable. 

25.  Persons  who  claim  lands  under  a  will,  havine  the  law  on  Devisees  eD- 

...  »  &  titled  to  aid  in 

their  side^  are  entitled,  as  against  the  heir  of  the  devisor,  to  the  equity. 
aid  and  assistance  of  a  court  of  equity,  for  a  discovery  of  the  Newcastle  v. 
deeds  and  writings  relating  to  the  estate  devised,  and  to  have  ptrhCa.  460.' 
them  delivered  up,  as  following  the  lands.    This  course  of  pro- 
ceeding is  said  arguendo  to  be  founded  on  the  highest  reason  ; 
for  otherwise  all  wills  of  land  might  be  disappointed,  and  the 
heir  at  law,  by  obtaining  possession,  and  getting  the  deeds  into 
his  custody,  unless  compelled  to  discover  and  produce  them,  in 
order  to  make  out  the  title  of  the  devisee,  might  defend  himself 
at  law,  by  setting  up  prior  incumbrances,  and  by  that  means 
prevent  a  legal  trial  of  the  validity  of  the  will,  and  totally  frus- 
trate the  intention  of  the  testator. 

26.  A  devisee  is   also  entitled,  in  equity,  to  have  any  in-  Tit.  16. c.  4. 
cumbrance  which  may  be  on  the  devised  estate  paid  off  for  his 

benefit. 

27.  A  will  of  freehold  lands  need  not  be  proved  in  the  Eccle-  A  will  of  lands 
nastical  Court ;   although  that  is  usually  done,  because  most  moved  in  the 
wills  of  land  contain  also  a  disposition  of  personal  estate ;  for  q^^"^^^ 
the  probate  of  such  a  will  cannot  be  given  in  evidence,  because 

the  proceedings,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  freehold  interests  in  land, 

are  coram  non  judice;  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  having  no  power  do.  Car.  296. 

to  authenticate  such  instruments.  4  3^^*,  £^ 

28.  It  is  therefore  frequently  necessary  to  produce  the  original  ^'''  ^^' 
will,  and  for  that  purpose  to  get  it  out  of  the  Ecclesiastical 

Court,  in  which  it  was  proved  ;  and  in  such  a  case,  an  applica-  1  Atk.  627. 
tion  must  be  made  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  an  order  to  have 
the  will  delivered. 

29.  This  principle  does  not,  however,  apply  to  wills  of  chattels 

real,  or  terms  for  years,  because  they  vest  in  executors ;  conse-  Tit.  s. 
qoently  they  must  be  proved  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  having 
jarisdiction  where  the  lands  lie. 
30.  By  the  statute  2  and  3  Ann.  c.  4.  s.  20.  it  is  enacted,  that  But  may  be  le- 

^  giitered. 
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Vide  Tit.  32.      all  memoriak  of  wills  that  shall  be  registered,  of*  any  lands  in 

the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  within  the  space  of  .six 
months  after  the  death  of  every  respective  :devisor  dying  in 
England  or  Wales,  or  within  the  space  of  three  years  after  the 
death  of  every  devisor  dying  abroad,  shall  be  as,  valid  aad 
effectual  against  subsequent  purchasers,  as  if  the  same  bad  been 
registered  immediately  after  the  death  of  such  devisor. 

31.  By  the  next  section  it  is  provided,  that  in  case  the  de- 
visees, by  reason  of  the  contesting  of  such  wills,  shall  be  disabled 
to  exhibit  a  memorial  for  the  registry  thereof  within  the  times 
before  limited;  then  and  in  such  case  the  registry  of  the 
memorial  within  the  space  of  six  months  next  after  the  at- 
tainment of  the  will,  or  a  probate  thereof^  or  removal  of  the 
impediment,  shall  be  a  sufficient  registry  within  the.  meaning  of 
the  act. 

32.  By  the  statute  6  Ann.  c*  36.  s.  14«  tbe  same  provision  is  made 
for  registering  wills  of  lands  in  the  East  Biding  of  Yorkshire,  as  in 
the  above  act ;  and  by  the  next  section  it  is  provided,  that  in 
case  the  devisee,  by  reason  of  the  contesting  such  will,  or  other 
inevitable  difficulty,  without  his  wilful  neglect  or  default  shall 
be  disabled  to  exhibit  a  memorial  for  the  registry  thereof  virithin 
the  times  limited,  and  that  a  memorial  shall  be  entered  io  the 
office  of  such  contest  or  other  impediment,  within  six  months 
after  the  decease  of  the  devisor  who  shall  die  within  the  king- 
dom of  Great  Britain,  or  within  three  years  after  the  decease  of 
such  person  who  shall  die  beyond  sea ;  then  and  in  such  case 
the  registry  of  the  memorial  of  such  will  within  six  months  after 
the  attainment  of  such  will,  or  a  probate  thereof,  or  removal  of 
the  impediment,  shall  be  a  sufficient  registry  within  the  meaning 
of  this  act. 

33.  By  the  statute  7  Ann.  c.  20.  s.  8.  the  same  provision  is 
made  for  registering  wills  of  lands  in  the  county  of  Middlesex, 
as  in  the  stat.  2  and  3  Ann. ;  and  it  is  provided,  (s.  9.)  that  if 
the  devisee  by  reason  of  the  concealment  or  suppression,  or  con- 
testing such  will,  or  other  inevitable  difficulty,  shall  be  disabled 
to  exhibit  a  memorial  for  the  registry  thereof  within  the  times 
limited,  and  that  a  memorial  shall  be  entered  in  the  office  of 
such  contest  or  other  impediment,  within  two  years  after  the  death 
of  such  devisor,  dying  in  Great  Britain^  or  four  years  after  the 
death  of  such  person,  dying  beyond  sea ;  then  and  in  such  case 


TitU  XXXVIII.  Devise.  Ch.  I.  s.  33—34.  II 

the  registry  of  the  memorial  of  sach  will  within  six  months  after 
its  attainment,  or  a  probate  thereof,  or  removal  of  the  impedi- 
menty  shall  be  a  sufficient  registry  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act:  provided  that  in  case  of  any  concealment  or  suppression  of 
any  will  or  devise,  any  purchaser  shall  not  be  disturbed  or  de- 
feated in  his  purchase,  unless  the  will  be  actually  registered 
within  five  years  after  the  death  of  the  devisor. 

34.  By  the  statute  8  Geo.  2.  c.  6.  s.  16.  the  same  provision  is 
made  for  registering  wills  of  lands  in  the  North  Riding  of  York- 
shire, as  in  the  stat.  2  &  3  Ann. ;  and  it  is  provided,  (s.  16.)  that 
in  case  the  devisee,  by  reason  of  the  contesting  such  will  or 
other  inevitable  difficulty,  shall  be  disabled  to  exhibit  a  memorial 
within  the  times  limited,  and  that  a  memorial  shall  be  entered 
in  the  office  of  such  contest  or  impediment,  within  six  months 
after  the  decease  of  such  devisor,  dying  in  Great  Britain,  or 
three  years  after  the  death  of  such  person,  dying  beyond  sea ; 
then  and  in  such  case  the  registry  of  the  memorial  of  such  will 
within  six  months  after  its  attainment,  or  a  probate  thereof,  or  re- 
moval  of  the  impediment,  shall  be  a  sufficient  registry  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act :  and  it  is  provided  by  the  next  section,  that  in 
case  of  any  concealment  or  suppression  of  any  will  or  devise,  no 
purchaser  or  purchasers  for  valuable  consideration  shall  be  defeated 
or  disturbed  in  his  or  their  purchase,  nor  any  judgment  or  sta- 
tute creditor  shall  be  defeated  of  their  debts,  by  any  title,  made 
or  devised  by  such  will,  unless  the  will  be  actually  registered 
within  three  years  after  the  death  of  the  devisor. 
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CHAP.   II. 


Who  may  Devise^  and  to  whom* 


SscT.    1.  WIm  may  Denise. 
2.  The  King. 

5.  The  Queen. 

4.  Who  are  dUabUd  from  De- 
viting. 

6.  Ii^ante. 

7.  Married  Women, 

0.  Idiots  and  Lunaiiee. 
10.  Removal  of  DimdnUliea  has 
no  Effect. 


Sect.  16.  To  whom  Lands  matf  be  de- 
vised. 
16.  Unborn  WanU. 
18.  Married  Women. 
10.  Aliens. 

20.  Bastards. 

21.  Persons  uncertain. 

22.  Bodt<«  Politic  cannot  be  De- 

visees. 
28.  Devisees  must  submit  to  the 
whole  WiU. 


Section  I. 

Who  may  de-    To  the  validity  of  every  devise,  it  is  necessary  that  there  should 

be  a  devisor  capable  of  disposing  of,  and  a  devisee  or  devisees 
capable  of  taking  the  lands  devised.  With  respect  to  the  persons 
who  are  capable  of  devising,  all  those  who  have  a  power  of  dispos- 
ing of  their  real  estates  by  any  conveyance  inter  vivos,  may  dis- 
pose of  them  by  will. 

The  king.  2.  It  is  Stated  in  Brooke's  Ab.  Tit.  Prerogative,  6.  to  have 

been  laid  down  by  Fortescue  in  36  Hen.  6.  that  the  King  could 
not  devise  land  by  his  testament ;  but  it  appears  from  the  Rolls 
of  Parliament,  that  the  kings  of  England  were  in  the  practice  of 
conveying  lands  to  trustees,  to  the  use  of  their  wills;  and  it  has 
been  enacted,  by  a  modern  statute,  39  &  40  Geo.  3.  c.  88.  s.  4. 
that  his  Majesty,  his  heirs  and  successors,  may,  by  will,  devise 
any  manors,  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments, 
purchased  by,  or  which  shall  come  to  his  Majesty,  his  heirs,  or 
successors,  out  of  any  monies  issued  and  applied  for  the  use  of 
his  or  their  privy  purse,  or  with  any  other  monies  not  appro- 
priated to  any  public  service ,-  or  any  manors,  &c.  which  have 
come  to  his  Majesty,  or  shall  come  to  him,  his  heirs,  or  succes- 
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sors,  by  gift,  devise,  or  descent,  or  otherwise,  from  any  of  his  or 
their  ancestors,  or  any  other  person  or  persons,  not  being  kings 
or  qneens  of  this  realm. 

3.  The  same  statute,  s.  8.  after  reciting,  that  by  the  law  of  The  queen  con- 
England,  the  Queen  consort,  wife  of  the  King,  was  capable  of 

taking,  granting,  or  disposing  of  property,  as  if  she  were  ^feme 
sole :  but  that  doubts  arise,  how  far  this  capacity  of  granting  or 
disposing  of  property  extended  ;  and  especially  whether,  during 
the  life  of  the  king  her  husband,  it  included  the  power  of  de« 
vising  and  bequeathing  by  last  will  and  testament ;  and  reciting 
that  his  Majesty  was  desirous  that  her  Majesty,  during  the 
King's  life,  should  have  full  power,  by  her  last  will  and  testa- 
ment, to  dispose  of  any  manors,  messuages,  lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditaments,  purchased  by  or  in  trust  for  her  Majesty,  or 
which  should  thereafter  vest  in  her  Majesty,  or  in  any  person  in 
trust  for  her,  as  fully  as  if  she  were  sole  and  unmarried ;  it  is 
enacted,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  her  Majesty,  by  her  last  will 
and  testament  in  writing,  attested  by  three  or  more  vntnesses, 
to  dispose  of  such  estates  as  she  is  authorized  by  that  statute  to 
grant  by  deed ;  and,  by  the  9th  section,  the  like  power  is  given  vide  Tit  32. 
to  all  future  queens.  ^*  * 

4.  With  respect  to  the  persons  who  are  disabled  from  devising  Who  are  dis- 
lands,  the  statute  of  wills  mentions  four  personal  disqualifications  devising. 

to  the  power  of  devising. 

5.  The  first  of  these  is  infancy  ;  and  therefore  persons  under  infants. 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years  are  incapable  of  devising  their 
lands.     But  if  there  be  a  local  custom  that  lands  and  tenements, 
within  a  certain  district,  shall  be  devisable  by  all  persons  of  the 

age  of  fifteen  years  or  upwards,  a  devise  of  such  lands  by^an 
infant  of  fifteen  will  be  good. 

6.  Ad  infant  may  devise  the  guardianship  of  his  child,  by  Bedell  o.  Con- 
virtue  of  the  statute  12  Cha.  2.  c.  24. ;  and  it  has  been  con-  177.^'  ^"^  ' 
tended,  that  such  a  disposition  will  draw  after  it  the  land,  as 

incident  to  the  guardianship;  but  this  point  has  not  been 
determined. 

7.  Married  women  are  also  expressly  disabled  by  the  statute  Married  wo- 
of wills  from  devising  their  lands.     But  married  women  are  now  ^^^' 
frequently  enabled  to  dispose  of  lands  by  wills,  operating  as  Tit.  32.  c.  13. 
appointments  under  powers  contained  in  conveyances  to  uses. 

8.  A  wonaan  whose  husband  has  abjured  the  realm,  or  who  1  Inst.  133.  a. 

3  Bnlst.  188. 


14  Title  XXXVIII.  Devise.  Ch.  II.  s.  8—16. 

Portland  V.        has  been  bfiinished  for  life  by  act  of  parliament,  may  in  all 
2  Ven^l04.      things  act  as  a^eme  $ok ;  and  may  therefore  make  a  will  of  her 

lands. 
Idiots  and  luna-      9.  The  two  Other  disabilities  which  are  expressly  mentioned  in 
^^^  the  statute  of  wills  are  idiocy  and  nonsane  memory  or  lunacy. 

Vid  Att-G      ^^  ^^  should  be  observed^  that  every  person  who  makes  a  will 
V.  Pamther,       is  presumed  to  be  of  sound  understanding,  till  the  contrary  is 
441.      '   '      proved,  so  that  the  onusprobandi  lies  on  the  other  side. 
lUmoyalofdis-     >  10.  Where  a  devisor  is  under  any  of  the  disabilities  before 
efi^t.  mentioned  at  the  time  when  the  will  is  made,  it  is  absolutely 

void ;  >  although  the  disability  be  removed  before  the  death  of  the 

devisor ;  for  the  party  must  be  capable  of  devising  at  the  time 

when  the  will  is  published. 

Hawev.Bartoii,       11*  A  man  of  full  age  declared,  in  the  presence  of  several 

Comb.  84.         witnesses,  that  his  will,  made  when  he  was  under  age,  should 

stand;  it  was  however  adjudged  that  the  will  was  void,  on 
account  of  the  .infancy  of  the  devisor  at  the  time  of  the  first 

1  Salk.  238.       publication.     But  if  the  will  had  been  republished,  after  the 

devisor  attained  his  full  age,  it  would  have  been  good. 
11  Mod.  157.     '12.  It  is  the  same  where  a  married  woman  makes  a  will,  and 

afterwards  becomes  a  widow ;  for  the  will  was  void  in  its  in- 
ception. 

2  Vera.  475.  13.  Thus  it  is  Said  by  Lord  Keeper  Wright,  that  if  a  will  is 

made  by  a  feme  covert  of  lands  of  inheritance  to  J.  S.,  and  the 
baron  dies,  and  then  the  wife  dies,  though  her  intention  is  plain, 
and  though  after  the  decease  of  the  baron,  when  she  became 
sui  juris,  she  might  have  devised  the  lands  to  J.  S.,  or  by  a  re* 
publication  have  made  the  former  will  good^  yet  it  was  not 
relievable  in  equity. 

11  Mod.  157.  14.  It  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Ch.  J.  Trevor,  that  if  a  man  be 
tion  compos,  and  not  in  his  right  mind,  at  the  time  of  making 
his  will,  though  he  afterwards,  never  so  long  before  his  death, 
becomes  a  man  of  understanding,  and  sound  judgment  and 
memory,  yet  the  will  is  void,  and  can  by  no  means  be  made  good, 
because  he  wanted  the  disposing  power  at  the  time  of  making 
the  will. 

To  whom  lands       16.  All  natural  persons  who  are  in  esse  at  the  time  when  a  will 

may  be  eviaod.  j^  j^^^^  and  ^^o  are  capable  of  acquiring  lands  by  purchase, 

such  as  infantSi  8cc.  may  be  devisees. 

Unbora  infants.       l^-  1^  ^^  formerly  much  doubted  whether  an  unborn  infant, 
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but  tn  venire  matru,  could  be  a  devisee  in  a  will.     It  is,  how- 
ever, DOW  settled  that  such  a  devise  is  good. 

17.  A  peisoQ  devised  to  his  brother  Henry  Clarke  and  his  Doev.CUrke, 
as^gns>  for  his  life,  remainder  to  the  use  and  bc^hoof  of  all  and  Biack.'399. 
every  such  child  or  children  of  his  said  brother  as  should  be  ^q^  g^  q^ 
living  at  the  time  of  his  decease.    Henry  Clarke  died  leaving  ^ff'  J*  ^^' 
several  children,  and  his  wife  pregnant,  who  was  delivered  seven  Woodford, 
months  after  of  a  daughter.    The  question  was,  whether  the  2  v.  &  Bea. 
posthumous  child  took  any  thing  under  this  devise.  ^^* 

Lord  Ch.  J.  Eyre  said»  it  was  plaiu,  on  the  words  of  the  will, 
the  testator  meant  that  all  the  children  whom  his  brother  should 
leave  behind  him  should  be  benefited.  But,  independent  of  this 
intention,  he  held  that  an  infant  in  venire  matris,  who  by  the 
course  and  order  of  nature  was  then  living,  came  clearly  within 
the  description  of  children  at  the  time  of  his  decease.  Judg- 
ment was  given  accordingly. 

18«  A  married  woman  is  not  thereby  disabled  from  being  a  Married  wo- 
devisee  in  a  wilL     And  although  she  cannot  take  any  thing  from  ?f°'    ^ 
her  husband  directly  by  deed ;  yet  neither  the  custom  of  devis-  1  Iml  112.  a. 
ing,  nor  the.  statute  of  wills,  disqualify  a  wife  from  being  the 
devisee  of  her  husband ;  because  the  devise  does  not  take  effect 
till  the  death  of  the  husband,  by  which  the  marriage  is  dissolved, 
and  they  cease  to  be  one  person. 

19.  LoidHardwicke  has  said,  there  is  no  rule  of  law,  or  upon  the  Aliens. 
statute  of  wills,  to  prevent  an  alien  from  taking  by  devise,  although  2  Vet.  362. 
it  is  a  matter  of  doubt  for  whose  benefit  he  is  enabled  to  take. 

20.  A  bastard  may  be  a  devisee  of  land,  but  he  must  have  Bastards. 

.       ,  ,         ''  ,11.,.  ,  1  Inst.3b.  & 

gained  a  name  by  reputation ;  and  therefore  a  devise  to  a  bas-  n.  1. 

tard,  in  ventre  matris,  is  void,  for  he  cannot  have  acquired  a  name  ^y^^  ^' 

by  reputation  till  he  is  born.  ^"^fr**  ^'  ^^^ 

21.  A  devise  to  a  person  uncertain,  as  to  such  of  the  daughters  Persons  unoer- 
of  A.  as  shall  marry  a  man  of  the  name  of  Norton,  is  good.  Bate  0. 
And  a  devise  to  a  person  not  in  existence  at  the  time  when  the  :^™^'*^\  32. 
will  is  made,  as  to  the  first  son  of  A.  B.,  who  has  then  no  son,  Biackbum  v. 

',  r  J  *j-  Suble8,2V.& 

may  be  good,  by  way  of  remainder  or  executory  devise.  Bea.  367. 

22.  Bodies  politic  and  corporate  are  expressly  disabled  by  the  Bodies  oolitic 

-  cannot  be  de* 

Statute  34  &  35  Hen.  VIII.  c.  6.  s.  14.  from  taking  by  devise,  in  visees. 
conformity  to  the  spirit  of  the  laws  against  mortmain.     It  was, 
however,  formerly  held,  in  consequence  of  the  statute  43  Eliz. 
c.  4.  in  support  of  charitable  uses,  that  a  devise  to  a  corporation, 


16 


Tit  32.  c.  2. 
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Forreit,  R.  82. 


Noys  V. 
MoTdauDt, 
3  Tern.  581. 


Bor  V.  Bor, 
3  Bro.  Pari. 
Ca.  167. 
Doe  0.  Caven- 
difth,  4  Term 
Rep.  741. 
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for  a  charitable  use.  was  valid,  as  operating  in  the  nature  of  an 
appointment  But  now,  by  the  statute  9  Geo.  11.,  devises  to 
charitable  uses  are  rendered  void,  with  certain  exceptions,  (a). 

But  the  king,  being  both  a  body  politic  and  corporate,  is 
incapable  of  taking  by  devise. 

23.  It  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Talbot,  that  when  a  person  takes 
upon  him  to  devise  what  he  has  no  power  over,  upon  a  supposi- 
tion that  his  devise  will  be  acquiesced  under,  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery will  compel  the  devisee,  if  he  will  take  advantage  of  the 
devise,  to  take  entirely,  but  not  partially  under  it ;  there  being  a 
tacit  condition  annexed  to  all  devises  of  this  nature,  that  the 
devisee  do  not  disturb  the  disposition  which  the  devisor  has  made. 

24.  A.  having  two  daughters,  B.  and  C,  devised  lands  whereof 
he  was  tenant  in  fee  simple  to  B.,  and  laijds  of  which  he  was 
only  tenant  in  tail  to  C.  It  was  held,  that  if  B.  claimed  a  share 
of  the  entailed  lands,  she  must  relinquish  her  claim  to  the  fee 
simple  lands  devised  to  her  :  for  the  testator  having  disposed  of 

(a)  [It  it  now  settled  that  the  following  testamentary  dispositions  to  charities  are 
within  the  operation  of  the  act  of  9  Geo.  2.  c.  36.  (namely)  I.  Money  charged  on  real 
estate.  Arnold  v.  Chapman,  1  Ves.  s.  108.    II.  Money  produced  by  sale  of  real  estate. 
Att.-Gen.  v,  Weymouth,  Amb.  20.  also  14  Ves.  364.^6  Mad.  71.    III.  The  vendor's 
lien  for  purchase  money,  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  1  Russ.  &  M.  71.    IV.  Terms  for 
years.  Att-Gen.  v.  Graves,  Amb.  155.    V.  Mortgages.  Att.-Gen.  v.  Meyrick,  2  Ves. 
s.  44.  also  Johnston  o.  Swann,  3  Mad.  457.  467.    VI.  Money  given  to  exonerate  land 
in  mortmain.  Corbyn  v.  French,  4  Ves.  418.  427.  Waterhouse  v.  Holmes,  2  Sim.  162. 
VII.  Money  secured  on  turnpike  tolls.  Corbyn  v.  French,  ubisup.  Knapp».  Williams* 
4  Ves.  430,  note.    And  VIII.  Money  secured  on  poor  and  county  rates.  Finch  o. 
Squire,  10  Ves.  41.    There  are  the  following  exceptions  to  the  operation  of  the  above 
statute.    I.  Where  the  testator's  direction  to  invest  in  real  estate,  the  money  destined 
for  a  charitable  purpose,  is  merdy  discr^onary,  and  not  imperative.  Soresby  o.  HoUint, 
1  Highmore  174.  Giimmett  v,  Orimmett,  Amb.  210.   Att.-Gen.  v.  Goddard,  1  Turn. 
&  R.  348.  and  see  Johnston  v.  Swann,  ubi  sup.    II.  Land  or  money  to  be  invested  in 
the  purchase  of  land  for  the  benefit  of  Queen  Anne's  bounty,  43  Geo.  3.  c.  107.  also 
45  Geo.  3.  c.  84.  s.  3.  Amb.  636.  3  Ves.  734.    III.  Devises  and  bequests  for  promot- 
ing the  building  &c.,  of  churches  &c.  43  Geo.  3.  c.  108.    IV.  Devises  by  freemen  ac- 
cording to  the  custom  of  London,  4  Bro.  C.  C .  409.     V.  Devises  of  real  estate  or  money 
to  be  realized  for  the  benefit  of  the  two  universities  of  Oxford  and  Cambridgt,  and  the 
colleges  of  £<on,  Winchetter,  and  Wettmintter.  Stat.  9  Geo.  2.  c.  36.  ss.  4, 5.  Att.-Gen. 
V.  Tancred,  1  Eden  10.  3  Ves.  641.  1  Mer.  327.    VI.  Real  and  penonal  esUte  in 
Scotland.    Stat.  9  Geo.  2.  c.  36.  s.  6.    1  Bro.  C.  C.  570.  16  Ves.  330.    VII.  Real 
esUte  in  Ireland.   1  Bro.  C.  C.  271.  14  Ves.  537.     VIII.  Real  estate  in  the  West 
Indies  and  the  colonies.  2  Mer.  143.    IX.  Money  to  be  applied  in  melioration  of  lands 
in  mortmain.  Amb.  373.  651.  8  Ves.  186.  4  Russ.  342.    X.  Money  to  be  laid  out  in 
erecting  a  monument.  1  Jac.  R.  180.    On  the  construction  of  the  stat.  9  Geo.  2.  c.  36. 
see  2  Rop.  Leg.  c  19.  Ed.  1828.  by  the  Editor  of  the  present  wori.] 
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his  whole  estate  amongst  his  children^  what  he  gave  them  was 
upon  an  implied  condition,  that  they  should  release  to  each 
other. 

25l  a  person,  by  articles  previous  to  his  marriage,  agreed  to  Streatfieid  v, 
settle  lands  to  the  ase  of  himself  and  his  wife  for  their  lives,  with  Forrest,  176. 
remftinder  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  their  bodies.  He  afterwards 
made  a  settlement,  which  was  not  pursuant  to  the  articles ;  and 
on  the  marriage  of  his  son,  settled  other  lands  on  him  in  the 
usual  manner,  and  levied  a  fine  of  the  lands  comprised  in  the 
articles,  to  the  use  of  himself  in  fee.  By  his  will  he  devised  part 
of  those  lands  to  his  daughters,  and  the  rest  of  his  estates  to  his 
grandson.  Lord  Talbot  held,  that  the  grandson,  being  entitled 
to  the  lands  comprised  in  the  articles,  should  be  put  to  his 
election,  (a)  whether  he  would  take  under  the  will,  or  the 
articles. 

26.  Where  a  will  is  void  as  a  devise  of  land,  either  from  the 
incapacity  of  the  devisor,  or  from  its  not  being  duly  executed, 
and  is  good  as  to  personal  estate,  Ihe  heir  may  however  take  a 
legacy  under  it,  without  relinquishing  his  right  by  descent; 
because  as  to  the  land,  there  is  in  fact,  no  disposition  of  it,  con- 
sequently no  election. 

27.  In  the  case  of  Hearle  t?.  Greenbank,  the  daughter,  by  a  Tiu  32.  c  13. 
will  made  when  she  was  only  nineteen  years  old,  gave  a  legacy  to 

her  heir  at  law,  and  disposed  of  the  real  estate  to  another  person ; 
the  question  was,  whether,  as  the  will  was  void  as  to  the  land, 
and  good  as  to  the  legacy,  the  heir  should  have  the  land,  and  also 
the  legacy,  or  be  obliged  to  make  his  election. 

Lord  Hardwicke  declared  his  opinion,  that  the  heir  was  not 
obliged  to  make  his  election,  for  the  will  was  void  ;  and  when  the 
obligation  arose  from  the  insufficiency  of  the  execution,  or  in- 
validity of  the  will,  there  was  no  case  where  the  legatee  was 
obliged  to  make  an  election,  for  there  was  no  will  of  the  land. 
A  man  devises  a  legacy  to  his  heir  at  law,  and  his  land  to  ano- 
ther; the  will  is  not  well  executed  according  to  the  statute  of 
frauds  for  the  real  estate ;  the  Court  would  not  oblige  the  heir  at 
hw,  upon  accepting  the  legacy,  to  give  up  the  land. 

28.  But  where  the  heir  becomes  entitled  to  a  real  estate  by 
descent,  in  consequence  of  its  having  been  purchased  after  the  in(n,  c  3. 

(c)  [Upon  the  doctrine  of  election  as  connected  with  testamentaiy  dispositions  of  mal 
odpenoBal  estate,  see  2  Roper's  Legacies,  Ch.  23.  Ed.  1828.] 
VOL.  VI.  C 


18  Title  XXXVIII.  Devise.  Ch.  H.  s.  28-29. 

execution  of  his  father's  will,  by  which  interests  are  bequeathed 
to  him,  he  cannot  take  both,  but  must  make  his  election. 
Thellttsson  v.         23*  P-  Thellusson  devised  several  real  estates  to  trustees,  upon 
13  Vcm5^'209.    ^^^^^  ^  accumulate  the  rents  to  a  certain  period  ;  and  directed, 

that  in  case  be  should  enter  into  any  contracts  for  the  purchase 
of  lands,  and  die  before  the  conveyance  thereof,  such  contracts 
should  be  carried  into  execution,  and  the  conveyance  be  to  his 
trustees,  upon  the  trusts  of  his  will.  He  also  devised  certain 
interests  to  his  son.  After  the  execution  of  this  will,  the  testator 
contracted  for  the  purchase  of  some  real  estates,  and  died  without 
republishing  his  will.  The  heir  claimed  the  lands  contracted  for, 
and  also  the  interests  given  him  by  the  will. 

Lord  Erskine. — *^  The  prayer  of  the  bill  filed  by  the  heir  at 
law,  with  reference  to  this  point,  is,  in  effect,  that  the  personal 
estate  of  the  testator  shall  be  applied  to  the  completion  of  these 
contracts,  directed  by  the  will  to  be  carried  into  execution  for 
the  benefit  of  the  heir ;  and  that  he,  in  opposition  to  the  will, 
may  take  as  heir  those  estates  so  contracted  for ;  and  the  trus* 
tees  may  stand  seised  to  his  use,  instead  of  the  uses  of  the  will. 
1  give  the  judgment  which  I  find  myself  bound  to  give,  with 
some  reluctance,  considering  this  will  as  dictated  by  feelings  not 
Vide  infra,         altogether  Consistent  with  convenience.     But  this  appears  to  me 

to  be  a  case  of  election.  The  jurisdiction  exercised  by  this 
court,  compelling  election,  may  be  thus  described.  A  person 
shall  not  claim  an  interest  under  an  instrument,  without  giving 
full  effect  to  that  instrument,  as  far  as  he  can.  If  therefore  a 
testator,  intending  to  dispose  of  bis  property,  and  making  all  his 
arrangements  under  the  impression  that  he  has  the  power  to 
dispose  of  all  that  is  the  subject  of  his  will,  mixes  in  his  dis- 
position property  that  belongs  to  another  person,  or  property  as 
to  which  another  person  has  a  right  to  defeat  his  disposition, 
giving  to  that  person  an  interest  by  his  will ;  that  person  shall 
not  be  permitted  to  defeat  the  disposition  where  it  is  in  his 
power,  and  yet  take  under  the  will :  the  reason  is  the  implied 
condition  that  he  shall  not  take  both ;  and  the  consequence 
follows,  that  there  must  be  an  election :  for  though  the  mistake 
of  the  testator  cannot  affect  the  property  of  another  person,  yet 
that  person  shall  not  take  the  testator's  property,  unless  in  the 
manner  intended  by  the  testator. 
''  This  is  the  proposition.     But  it  has  been  said,  that  when  a 
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testator  by  his  will  attempts  to  give  that  which  is  not  his  pro- 
perty, but  which  he  supposes  to  be  his,  forming  his  different 
dispositions  upon  that  mistake,  non- constat  what  he  would  have 
done,  had  he  been  aware  of  the  true  state  of  the  circumstances. 
The  best  answer  to  that  was  given  by  Lord  Alvanley  in  the  case 
of  Whistler  v.  Webster — ^That  no  man  shall  claim  any  benefit  2  Ves.  Jun. 

.  367 

under  a  will,  without  conforming,  as  far  as  he  is  able,  and  giving 
effect  to  every  thing  contained  in  it,  whereby  any  disposition  is 
made,  showing  an  intention  that  such  a  thing  shall  take  place ; 
without  reference  to  the  circumstances,  whether  the  testator  had 
any  knowledge  of  the  extent  of  his  power,  or  not.  Nothing  can 
be  more  dangerous  than  to  speculate  upon  what  he  would  have 
done,  if  he  had  known  one  thing  or  another.  It  is  enough  to 
say  he  had  such  intention ;  and  the  court  will  not  speculate  upon 
what  he  would  have  done  in  the  different  cases  put.  If  the  in- 
strument is  such  as  to  indicate  what  the  intention  was,  the  only 
question  is,  did  he  intend  the  property  to  go  in  such  a  manner; 
not  whether  he  had  power  to  do  so,  and  would  have  done  it,  had 
he  known  he  could  not,  without  a  condition  imposed  upon 
another  person.  Whether  he  thought  he  had  the  right ;  or, 
knowing  the  extent  of  his  authority,  intended  by  an  arbitrary 
execution  of  power  to  exceed  it ;  no  person  taking  under  the  will 
shall  disappoint  it. 

"  In  every  case  of  election  there  must  be  an  intention  to  dis- 
pose of  that,  over  which  that  person  has  no  power  of  disposition ; 
that  is  the  circumstance  that  creates  election.  The  testator, 
with  this  peculiar  object,  the  application  of  his  personal  estate 
to  the  acquisition  of  great  landed  property,  was  not  aware  of 
the  distinction  between  real  and  personal  estate ;  and  therefore 
conceived,  that,  under  this  direction  of  his  will  as  to  his  future 
contracts  for  purchases,  his  trustees  would  be  legally  seised  ac- 
cording to  the  uses  of  his  will.  As  he  had  not  the  power  to 
make  that  disposition,  the  heir  takes  those  estates  that  cannot 
pass  by  the  will ;  but  the  testator,  not  being  aware  of  that,  gives 
considerable  interests  to  his  heir ;  but  gives  those  interests  under 
the  conception  that  the  whole  property  and  arrangement  were 
subject  to  his  control ;  and  upon  that  ground  the  principle  of 
election  must  prevail. 

**  In  Noys  V,  Mordaunt  the  testator  imagined  he  bad  power  Ante,  g.  24. 
over  the  estate  which  was  in  settlement,  and  the  Lord  Keeper 

c2 


20  TUk  XXXVIIL  Deoise.  Ch.  IL  t.  29. 

put  the  decisioQ  upon  the  implied  condition.  That  case  was 
Ante,  t.  25.  foUowed  by  Streatfield  v.  Streatfield,  and  several  cases  down  to 
a  Ves.  481.  Sheddon  v.  Goodrich.  The  difficulty  upon  a  plain  simple  prin- 
Ante,  s.  27.       ^iple  occurred  in  the  case  of  Hearle  v.  Greenbank.    But  I  do 

not  apprehend  that  this  case  will  be  embarrassed  by  that  de- 
cision. Lord  Hardwicke  held  that  the  act  of  the  infant  had  no 
effect ;  that  there  was  no  disposition  as  to  the  real  estate ;  and 
therefore  a  case  of  election  did  not  arise. 

'^  This  is  the  case  of  a  man  having  a  clear  right  to  dispose  by 
will,  both  of  his  real  and  personal  estate ;  but  his  disposition 
fails  as  to  these  real  estates,  by  his  ignorance  of  the  distinction, 
that  a  will  of  a  subsequent  date  was  necessary.  There  is,  there- 
fore, as  in  the  case  of  Hearle  v.  Greenbank,  no  will  that  can 
touch  these  real  estates*  As  to  the  case  of  a  devise  with  two 
witnesses  only,  the  intention  is  as  plain  as  in  Noysv.Mordaunt: 
why  then  should  not  the  Court  say  in  the  former  case,  the  in- 
tention is  clear,  but  cannot  as  to  the  real  estate  have  legal  effect, 
from  the  omission  of  a  third  witness  by  mistake :  as  in  the  other 
case,  the  devisor  attempts,  through  mistake,  to  devise  an  estate 
which  is  in  settlement,  or  belongs  to  another  person.  The  opi- 
nion of  Lord  Hardwicke  I  take  to  be  this ;  a  devise  of  real  estate 
is  considered  as  a  matter  of  so  much  solemnity  and  importance, 
that  the  law  will  not  accept  proof  of  the  act,  without  the  evi- 
dence of  three  witnesses.  If  not  so  proved,  it  is  nothing ;  it 
cannot  receive  notice.  The  intention  cannot  be  represented ; 
for  it  cannot  be  presumed,  and  there  is  no  evidence :  the  will  not 
being  executed  with  the  solemnity  prescribed  by  the  law,  as  to 
real  estate,  cannot  be  read  :  the  Court  cannot  see  any  devise  of 
real  estate ;  and  therefore,  as  the  estate  does  not  appear  to  be 
devised  away  from  the  heir,  no  act  appearing  to  be  done,  as  in 
this  case  the  act  does  appear  to  be  done  by  Mr.  Thellusson, 
the  heir  cannot  in  that  case  be  put  to  election. 

*'  The  case  of  Hearle  v.  Greenbank  stands  upon  the  same 
ground ;  an  infant  under  the  statute  not  having  a  right  to  dis- 
pose of  real  estate,  the  Court  cannot  look  at  the  will.  It  is, 
from  the  incapacity  of  the  person  who  frames  it,  considered  as 
no  instrument. 

"  These  are  the  only  instances  in  which  the  principle  has  been 
limited.  It  cannot  be  argued  that  it  does  not  reach  an  heir  at 
law.    Lord  Hardwicke  would  not  put  the  case  of  an  heir  at  law. 


33  Hen.  8. 
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by  way  of  illastration,  if  the  heir  could  not  uader  any  circom- 

stances  be  pat  to  election.    The  principle  of  election  is  plain 

and  intelligible ;  that  if  a  person  being  about  to  dispose  of  his 

own  property,  includes  in  his  disposition,  either  from  mistake  or 

not,  property  of  another,  an  implication  arises,  that  the  benefit 

under  that  will  shall  be  taken  upon  the  terms  of  giving  effect  to  See  also 

the  whole  disposition.    Mr.Thellusson's  heir  takes  these  estates,  Ireland,  i  Riu. 

as  if  his  father  had  not  made  a  will ;  but  my  opinion  is,  that  he  J^^lJ^f^' 

cannot  also  take  what  is  given  to  him  by  the  will.    He  must 

therefore  elecf 

Upon  an  appeal  to  Ae  House  of  Lords,  the  order  was  con-  i  Dow.  249. 
firmed. 
30.  Mr.  Vesey,  in  a  note  to  this  case,  observes,  that  the  case  £  ^^  ^^* 

.  .  Fomiterv. 

of  a  devise  to  the  heir  of  an  estate  which  he  would  have  by  de-  Cotton, 
scent,  if  no  will  was  made,  and  to  another  person  of  an  estate  of  ^^' 
which  the  heir  is  seised  in  his  own  right,  is  put  by  Sir  S. 
RomiOy  as  said  to  be  a  case  of  election ;  and  that  Mr.  Sugden 
had  found  a  precise  decision  of  the  point  accordingly  against  the 
heir.  Anon.  Oilb.  Eq.  Rep.  15.  And  in  that  instance  it  might 
be  observed,  the  heir  took,  not  under  the  devise,  but  by  his  bet- 
ter title,  descent  The  devisor,  however,  devising  the  estate  to 
him,  mast  be  conceived  to  be  aware  of  his  power  to  devise  it 
away ;  and  the  condition  was  accordingly  implied. 
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Estates  ip  fee 
simple* 


3  Buls.  184. 


CHAP.  III. 


What  may  be  devised. 


Sect.    1.  EitateB  in  Fee  SimpU. 
4.  EstmUtfifr  Lives, 

6.  Chaiteli  real. 

7.  Trust  Esiaies, 

8.  Lands  contracted  for. 
IS.  Mortgages. 

14.  EqwHes  of  lUdemption. 

15.  Adoowsons. 
17.  Rents. 

19.  Tilik€«. 

20.  Franehises. 

2S.  ConMiifeii^  £fta<et  and  In^ 
teresta. 


Estates  for 
lives. 

Gawen  v. 
Ramies, 
Cro.  £liz.  804. 


Sect.  27.  Joint  Tenancies  not  detfis- 

abU. 
30.  Nor  Rights  qf  Entry, 
S2.  The  Devisor  wmst  be  seised 

or  entitled. 
35.  [Lands  aUoUed  snbseqmenily 

to  the  trt/i.] 
37.  And  must  continue  seised  or 

entitled. 

39.  ExcepHons. 

40.  Tenancies  escheated. 

41.  Copyholds  surrendered  to  the 

Lord. 
43.  And  Terms  for  Years. 


Section  I. 
The  proper  subjects  of  a  devise  are  real  estates ;  and  the  words 
used  in  the  statute  of  wills  are,  "  manors,  lands,  tenements,  rents, 
or  other  hereditaments,  in  possession,  reversion,  or  remainder ;" 
which  extend  to  every  species  of  real  property,  whether  corpo- 
real or  incorporeal. 

2.  Not  only  estates  in  fee  simple  absolute,  but  also  determin- 
able fees,  and  base  fees,  are  devisable  under  these  statutes ;  the 
term  foe  simple  being  taken  in  its  most  extensive  sense. 

3.  By  the  words  of  the  statute  34  &  36  Hen.  8.  c.  5.  s.  4.,  all  per- 
sons seised  in  fee  simple,  in  coparcenary,  or  in  common,  may 
devise  the  estates  which  they  hold  in  this  manner.  And  all 
persons  seised  in  fee  simple  may  also  devise  any  rents,  commons, 
or  other  profits,  out  of,  or  to  be  perceived  of  the  same,  or  out  of 
any  parcel  thereof. 

4.  The  statute  34  &  35  Hen.  8.  only  extends  to  estates  in  fee 
simple,  and  therefore  did  not  enable  persons  to  devise  estates 
which  they  held  pour  outer  vie.     This  was  remedied  by  the 
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statute  29  Cha,  2.  c.  3.  s.  12.,  by  which  it  was  enacted,  that  any 
estate  pour  autre  vie  shall  be  devisable  by  will  in  writing. 

5.  As  to  chattels  real,  or  terras  for  years,  they  might  always  Chattels  real. 
have  been  disposed  of  by  testament,  because  they  were  only 
considered  as  personal  estate.     But  where  a  person  acquires  a 

term  for  years  as  executor,  he  cannot  devise  it ;  for  immediately  Bransby  v, 

on  his  death  it  is  to  the  use  of  the  first  testator,  and  his  execu-  piowd.  S25. 

tors  have  it  as  executors  of  the  first  testator,  and  to  his  use. 

» 

6.  Whenever  a  term  for  years  is  devised,  the  consent  of  the  Wemw.  Kx. 
executor  is  necessary  to  complete  the  title  of  the  devisee.     But 

if  a  term  be  devised  to  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  B.,  the  assent  of  lo  Rep.  47.  b. 
the  executor  to  the  devise  to  A.  will  operate  as  an  assent  to  the 
devise  over  to  B.  and  vest  an  interest  in  him  accordingly. 

7.  As  uses  were  the  medium  through  which  lands  were  Trust  estates. 
originally  devisable;  so  trust  estates,  which  in  fact  are  uses  not  Tit.  12. c.i. 
executed  by  the  statute,  are  now  devisable ;  but  where  a  person 

has  only   an   equitable  interest  in   lands,  his  devise  of  them 
amounts  to  no  more  than  a  direction  to  those  who  have  the  le&al  2  P.  Wms. 

268. 

estate  in  trust  for  him,  to  convey  it  according  to  the  devise. 

8.  Where  an  agreement  is  entered  into  in  writing  for  the  pur-  Lands  con- 
cbase  of  lands,  and,  before  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate  is 
executed,  the  purchaser  devises  the  lands  so  contracted  for,  and 

dies,  such  devise  will  be  held  good  in  equity :  for  although, 
according  to  the  strict  rules  of  law,  the  devisor  has  not  lands  1  Cha.  Ca.  39. 
within  the  statute  of  wills  till  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate  is 
executed :  yet,  from  the  time  when  the  agreement  was  signed, 
the  vendor  is  considered  to  be  seised  only  in  trust  for  the  pur- 
chaser, who  in  equity  is  deemed  the  real  owner  of  the  lands,  and 
therefore  is  allowed  to  devise  them.  [The  will  cannot  of  course 
operate  so  as  to  pass  the  legal  estate,  which  will  either  descend 
to  the  heir  at  law  of  the  vendor,  or  pass  under  a  general  devise 
of  his  trust  estates.] 

9.  Where  an  agreement  for  the  purchase  of  land  is  not  to 
be  carried  into  execution  till  a  future  day,  and  before  that  day 
the  purchaser  makes  his  will,  the  lands  so  agreed  for  pass  by 
such  will. 

10.  By  articles  dated  in  April  1703,  it  was  agreed  between  Greenhiiir. 
the  vendors,  and  the  agent  of  the  purchaser,  that  the  possession  Pr^.'^in  cha* 
of  the  lands,  agreed  to  be  purchased,  should  be  delivered  at  the  ^^^' 
Michaelmas  following,  and  proper  conveyances  executed ;  and 
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the  agent  coTenanted  that  the  purchase  money  should  be  paid, 
when  possession  was  delivered.  In  June  following  tiie  pur- 
chaser made  his  will;  and  the  question  was,  whether  these 
lands  passed  by  it 

Lord  Cowper  decreed  that  they  did ;  and  upon  an  appeal  to 
Lord  Keeper  Harcourt,  it  was  a^ued  by  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll  and 
Mr.  Howe,  that  this  decree  ought  to  be  reversed.  They  took  a 
distinction  between  an  agreement  for  the  immediate  purchase  of 
landsi  and  such  an  agreement  for  the  future  purchase  thereof,  as 
this  was ;  they  agreed,  that  if  the  articles  had  been  for  the  pre- 
sent purchase  of  the  lands,  the  vendor  would  immediately  have 
become  a  trustee  for  the  purchaser ;  and  then  a  devise  of  them 
would  have  been  good  in  equity :  but  here  the  possession  was 
not  to  be  delivered  till  Michaelmas  following,  nor  was  any 
money  to  be  paid  before  that  time ;  and  then  the  purchaser  had 
no  power  to  devise  them  sooner. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  said,  in  support  of  the  decree,  that 
these  lands  were  bound  immediately  from  the  execution  of  the 
articles ;  that  the  possession  not  being  to  be  delivered  till  a 
future  time,  made  no  difference  jn  equity.  That  if  the  purchaser 
had  died  before  Michaelmas,  the  equity  would  have  descraded 
to  the  heir ;  and  he  might  have  brought  a  bill  against  the  exe- 
cutors to  compel  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money  out  of  the 
personal  estate. 

Lord  Keeper  Harcourt  said  he  saw  no  reason  to  vary  the 
decree:  he  thought  that  such  future  interest  was  devisable, 
as  well  as  if  it  had  been  in  possession :  that  the  lands  and 
money  were  mutually  bound  by  the  articles ;  and  affirmed  the 
decree. 

11.  Even  a  parol  agreement  for  the  purchase  of  lands,  which 

is  admitted,  so  as  to  be  binding  on  the  parties,  notwithstanding 

Tit.  32.  c.  3.      the  statute  of  frauds,  will  vest  such  an  interest  in  the  purchaser, 

as  he  may  devise  by  will. 
Potter  t7.  Potter,       12.  In  the  year  1743  a  parol  agreement  was  made  between 

1   \7         Q    OTA  1  vj 

437^"'  '  Mr.  Brown,  as  agent  for  Mrs.  Hughes,  and  Messrs.  Potter  and 

Langford  v.        Westlcy,  as  agents  for  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  for  the 

1  ,mra.         purchase  of  an  estate  in  the  Isle  of  Wight.    The  plan  and 

particulars  of  the  estate  were  delivered  to  Westley,  and  on  the 

7th  June  1744,  the  parties  met;  a  price  was  fixed,  and  it  was 

agreed  by  parol  that  the  purchase  should  be  completed  the 
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Chmtmas  fcdlowing.  In  July  1744,  Uie  title  deeds  were  de- 
lirered  to  Westley  to  abstract,  and  ddiver  to  the  purchaser's 
eouDsel,  which  was  done  in  April  1746.  The  farther  pio- 
ceeding  was  interrupted  by  a  claim  of  one  Huxley  to  part  of  the 
estate;  a  bill  was  filed,  and  it  was  referred  to  the  master  to 
inquire  into  the  contract,  who  reported,  in  February  1746,  that 
it  was  a  beneficial  one :  and  the  next  day  Westley  received  in- 
stmctioDs  from  the  archbishop  to  draw  the  conveyances,  which 
be  did,  and  which  were  approved  of  on  behalf  of  the  arch- 
bishop ;  on  the  17th  September  1746,  they  were  carried  to  the 
archbishop,  who  returned  them  to  be  engrossed,  and  they  were 
actually  engrossed  in  his  lifetime,  but  were  not  executed,  as 
intended. 

The  archbishop  had  made  his  will  in  1745,  and  on  the  10th 
April  1747,  long  after  this  agreement,  he  made  a  eodicil,  rati-  ^^^-^'!f' 

•  £iBC&.  139. 

fying  and  confirming  his  will ;  and  the  question  was,  whether 
the  estate  thus  agreed  for,  should  pass  by  his  will  and 
codiciL 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (Sir  J.  Strange)  said,  one  circum- 
stance was  wanting ;  the  reducing  the  agreement  into  writing, 
aoooiding  to  the  statute  of  frauds ;  which  if  done  io  1744,  the 
estate  would  certainly  be  considered  as  the  archbishop's,  in 
equity,  from  that  time.  But  though  an  agreement  was  not 
reduced  into  writing,  and  signed  by  the  party,  yet  it  was  well 
known  diat  if  confessed,  or  in  part  carried  into  execution,  it  7  Ves.  274. 
would  be  binding  on  the  patties,  and  here  was  the  fullest  ad-  i2ib!i07*. 
mission  thereof.  And  as  the  will  was  republished  by  the  codicil, 
it  would  pass  this  estate. 

13.  If  a  mortgagee  devises  the  lands  mortgaged,  before  the  con-  Mortgages. 
dition  is  broken,  it  will  be  void :  because  a  condition  is  not  devisa-  nu  15.  c  2. 
ble.    But  an  estate  in  mortgage  may  be  devised  after  the 
condition  is  broken ;  and  in  such  a  case,  if  the  devisee  exhibits 

his  bill  against  the  mortgagor,  to  foreclose  him,  a  decree  will  be 
made  accordingly. 

14.  An  equity  of  redemption,  being  in  some  respects  similar  Equities  of  re- 
to  a  trust  estate,  has  always  been  considered  as  devisable.    And    ^™^ 

in  12  Cha.  2.  it  was  determined  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  that  Tit.  15.  c.  3. 
where  a  person  seised  in  fee  had  mortgaged  his  estate,  and  after-  Philips  «.  Hele» 
wards  deviaed  it,  the  equity  of  redemption  should  go  to  the 
derisee,  not  to  the  heir. 
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AdvowsoDs. 
Tit.  21. 
Cleer  v.  Pea- 
cock, 

Cro.  Eliz.  359. 
Law  V.  £pi8. 
LincolD, 
2  Black.  R. 
1240. 

Penchyn  v. 
Harris, 
Cro.  Ja.  371. 
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1  Inst  111.  a. 
n.  5. 

1  Mod.  112. 
Bob.  Gav.  79. 

Idem. 


Tithes. 
Tit.  22. 


Franchises. 
1  Inst.  111.  b. 
3  Rep.  32.  b. 


3  Rep.  32.  b. 


Contingent 
estates  and  in- 
terests. 
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15.  An  advowson  appeDdant  to  a  manor  will  of  course  pass 
by  a  devise  of  the  manor.  An  advowson  in  gross  being  an 
hereditament,  is  also  devisable  under  the  statute  of  wills ;  and 
the  next  or  any  number  of  pi'esentations  may  also  be  devised  ; 
in  which  case  the  devisee  may  either  present  himself,  or  any 
other  person. 

16.  Where  the  incumbent  of  a  church  had  the  inheritance  of 
the  advowson  in  him,  and  devised  the  next  presentation,  it  was 
held  good :  for  though  the  will  had  no  effect  till  the  death  of 
the  devisor,  yet  it  had  an  inception  in  his  lifetime,  and  that 
made  it  good. 

17.  A  rent  charge  is  devisable  by  the  words  of  the  statute 
34  &  36  Hen.  8. ;  but  it  was  formerly  doubted  whether  a  rent 
charge  in  esse,  issuing  out  of  gavelkind  lands,  and  having  com- 
menced within  time  of  memory,  was  within  the  custom  of  devis- 
ing ;  nor  was  it  settled  to  be  so  till  the  time  of  Lord  Hale. 

18.  As  to  a  rent  service,  it  of  course  followed  the  nature  of 
the  reversion  or  seigniory  to  which  it  was  incident ;  nor  was 
there  any  doubt  as  to  the  custom  of  gavelkind  extending  to  other 
rents,  if  they  had  existed  immemorially. 

19.  Tithes  impropriate  in  lay  hands  are  comprehended  under 
the  general  word  hereditaments,  in  the  statute  of  wills,  and  are 
therefore  devisable. 

20.  Lord  Coke  says,  that  franchises,  which  are  not  of  an 
annual  yearly  value,  cannot  be  devised ;  and  therefore  if  the 
King  grants  bona  et  catallafehnum,  waifs,  estrays,  or  any  other 
kind  of  franchises  which  are  not  of  an  annual  value,  they  are 
not  devisable.  But  that  franchises  of  a  certain  value,  and 
not  restrained  to  the  person  of  the  grantee  and  his  heirs,  may 
be  devised. 

21.  Franchises,  though  not  of  an  annual  value,  will,  however, 
pass  by  a  devise,  as  appurtenant  to  other  things  of  an  annual 
value. 

22.  Thus  in  Butler  and  Baker's  case  it  is  said,  if  a  man  seised 
of  a  manor,  to  which  court-leet,  waif,  estray,  or  any  other  here- 
ditament which  is  not  of  any  annual  value,  is  appendant,  or 
appurtenant,  devises  the  manor  with  the  appurtenances,  these 
shall  pass  as  incidents  to  the  manor. 

23.  An  opinion  formerly  prevailed  that  neither  contingent  re- 
mainders, nor  any  other  contingent  estates,  or  interests  in  land, 
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could  pa88  by  a  will  made  previous  to  their  vesting ;  but  in  the  Fearne,  Coat. 
firilowing  cases  they  have  been  held  to  be  devisable.  Ed.™'. 

24.  John  Selwyn  being  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  Selwyn  «. 
son  John  in  tail ;  the  father  and  son  joined  in  a  deed  of  bargain  2  Burr.'ii3i. 
and  sale,  dated  20th  April  1761,  to  make  a  tenant  to  the  pracipe,  l^^^\f" 
for  the  purpose  of  suffering  a  common  recovery;  the  uses  of 
which  were  declared  to  be  to  the  father  for  hfe,  remainder  to  his 
son  in  fee.    Trinity  term  began  that  year  on  the  7th  of  June, 
and  on  the  8th,  John  the  son  made  his  will,  whereby  he  dis- 
posed of  all  his  real  estates  ;  in  the  same  term  a  writ  of  entry 
was  sued  out,  returnable  qumden,  trin.  which  was  the  17th  June, 
and  the  recovery  was  completed  the  said  term.    John  Selwyn 
the  testator  died  soon  after  the  return  of  the  writ  of  entry ;  and  '^t*  ^-  c-  3- 
the  question  was,  whether  the  lands  comprised  in  the  recovery 
passed  by  the  will,  it  having  been  made  before  the  return-day  of 
the  writ  of  entry. 

It  was  contended  that  the  testator  had  only  a  future  executory 
use,  at  the  time  of  making  .his  will,  not  a  present  use ;  for  the 
statute  could  not  draw  the  estate  to  the  use,  till  the  possibility, 
that  is,  the  completion  of  the  recovery,  had  actually  happened ; 
and  that  this  future  executory  use  was  not  devisable. 

The  Court  of  King's  Bench  certified  their  opinion  to  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  that  the  lands  passed  by  the  will ;  and  Lord 
Mansfield,  in  a  subsequent  case,  is  reported  to  have  said,  that  if  1  Black.  R. 
the  practice  of  the  court  allowed  him  to  give  his  reasons,  he  was 
prepared  to  have  shown,  with  the  concurrence  of  his  brethren, 
that  all  contingent,  springing,  and  executory  uses,  where  the  per- 
son who  was  to  take  was  certain,  (a)  so  that  the  same  might  be 
descendible,  were  devisable. 

25.  The  doctrine  laid  down  by  Lord  Mansfield,  has  been  fully 
confirmed  in  the  two  following  cases. 

Sir  James  Grubb  devised  all  his  real  estates,  in  trust  for  his  Moor  v.  Haw- 
son  James ;  and  if  he  should  die  without  issue,  under  age,  then  1  h!  Black. 
that  all  his  estates  should  go  to  Cochran  his  heirs  and  assigns.  ^^^^  342. 

(•)  [But  where  the  person  is  uncertain  the  estate  cannot  be  devised  while  the  un- 
certainty oontnraes.  Thus  if  lands  are  given  to  the  survivor  of  two  or  more  persons  in 
fifie ;  or  to  two  or  more  for  life,  with  a  power  for  the  survivor  to  dispose  of  the  lands  by 
will :  inch  expectancy  cannot  be  devised  by  a  will  made  by  the  one  (in  the  lifetime  of 
the  othen)  who  may  happen  to  become  the  survivor :  for  until  the  survivor  is  ascer- 
uined,  by  the  death  of  his  companions,  the  person,  and  not  the  estate  is  in  contingency. 
Doe  V  Tomkinson,  2  Mau.  &  Scl.  165.   2  Pres.  Con.  270.] 
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Cochxan  devked  all  the  estates  whereof  be  was  aeieed  m  poeaee- 
sion,  remainder,  or  reversaon,  to  the  plaintiff,  and  died  in  the 
lifetime  of  James  Ghrubb  the  son ;  who  afterwards  died  under 
age^  and  without  issue* 

On  a  bill  brought  by  the  devisee  of  Cochran,  a  question  was 
made  whether  the  possibility  gi^en  to  Cochran  was  devisable. 

Lord  Nortbington. — ^'  I  never  had  any  doubts,  since  I  waa 
twenty-five  yeans  old,  but  that  these  contingent  interests  were 
devisable,  notwithstanding  some  old  authorities  to  the  contrary* 
I  sent  the  question  however  into  the  King's  Bench,  in  the  case 
of  Selwyn  v.  Selwyn,  for  the  .satisfaction  of  the  parties ;  and  the 
certificate  of  the  Judges  implies,  I  think,  that  they  agreed 
with  me  in  this  opinion."  Upon  which  the  Solicitor-Qenerai 
De  Grey  and  Mr.  Skynner  waived  all  further  argument  on  the 
other  side ;  and  Loid  Northingtoo  added—''  This  aTgument  ia 
properly  withdrawn,  as  the  point  is  settled,  and  ought  not  to 
be  shekel.  It  is  a  liberal  and  right  determination." 
Roev.  Jones,        26.  A  testator  devised  his  dwelling-house.  Sec  to  his  brodier 

Rep! 30.  dted    ^*  ^'  ^  ^^^  C^'  I"-'^)  youugcst  SOU  I.,  OT  any  othcf  of  hie 
i7Ve8.i82.      younger  sons,  should  att^o  the  age  of  twenty«one  years.    And 

in  case  he  should  have  no  younger  son  who  should  attaia  that 
age,  but  only  one  son  that  should  attain  it,  then  till  such  only 
son  should  attain  that  age.  Atkd  wh^i  his  said  nephew  L,  or  any 
other  of  the  younger .  sons  of  the  said  T.  L.,  should  attain  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  he  gave  his  said  dwelliog-housea, 
&c.  unto  his  said  nephew  I.,  or  unto  such  other  son  as  for  the 
time  being  should  be  a  younger  son  of  his  said  brother  T.  L., 
and  should  first  attain  his  age  of  twenty-HMie  years,  and  to  the 
heirs  and  assigns  of  such  younger  son  for  ever ;  [but  if  his  said 
brother  T.  L.  should  have  but  one  son  that  should  live  to  attain 
the  said  age,  then  the  testator  gave  the  same  to  euch  only  son 
his  heins  and  assigns  for  even]  The  testator  kft  his  said  brother 
his  heir  at  law,  and  T.  and  the  said  I.  the  sons,  and  only  issue 
of  his  said  brother.  I.  died  under  twenty-one  years  of  age ;  and 
afterwards  T.,  in  the  lifetime  of  his  father  T.  L.,  made  his  will, 
and  devised  ''  all  his  worldly  estate, .  of  what  nature  or  kind 
soever,  whether  in  possession,  remainder,  or  reversion,  that  he 
should  die  seised  or  possessed  of,  interested  in,  or  entitled  to, 
invested  in,  or  should  belong  to  him  at  his  decease,  where- 
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soever  or  howsoever,  in  any  manoer  or  wise,*'  unta  his  wife 
in  fee. 

Upon  this  case  three  questions  arose.  First,  whether  there 
was  a  ▼ested  interest  in  T. :  secondly,  whether  if  it  was  con* 
tingent,  it  was  devisable:  and  thirdly,  whether  it  passed  by 
thewilL 

Lord  Loughborough  said,  the  discussion  of  the  first  qnestton 

was  onnecessary;  for  taking  it  to  be  a  springing  contingent 

executory  use  inT^  they  were  all  of  opinion  that  it  was  devisable, 

and  paased  by  his  will. 

Upon  a  writ  of  error  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  the  de-  3Tenn  Hep. 

ftft 
cisioQof  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  was  confirmed:  and  Lord  jones  v. Perry. 

Kenyon  observed,  that  the  statute  for  enabling  persons  having 
any  manors,  lands,  &c.  to  devise,  must  mean,  having  an  in- 
terest in  the  lands.  He  distinguished  between  such  a  contingent 
interest,  and  a  mere  possibilitif,  like  that  which  an  heir  has  from 
his  ancestor ;  which  was  nothing  more  than  the  hope  of  a  sue- 
cession^  and  was  not  subject  to  disposition ;  and  he  hoped  that 
the  point  would  be  considered  to  be  fully  at  rest. 

Ashursty  J.  said,  the  plain  meaning  of  the  statute  was,  that 
every  person  who  had  a  valuable  interest  in  lands,  should  have 
the  power  of  disposing  of  it  by  will. 

Boiler,  J.  observed^  that  if  it  was  such  an  interest  as  was 
descendible,  it  seemed  strange  to  say,  it  was  not  also  devisable ; 
that  they  must  both  be  governed  by  the  same  principle ;  and 
that  it  was  a  sound  distinction  which  had  been  taken  by  the 
Chief  Justice^  between  a  bare  possibility,  and  a  possibility  ac* 
oompanied  with  an  interest. 

Grose,  J*  remarked,  that  the  4th  section  of  34  8c  35  Hen.  8.  Perry  v. 
c5.  which  was  explanatory  of  32  Hen.  8.  c.  L,  declared  that  iva^aD.25i. 
all  persons  having  a  sole  estate  or  interest  in  lands,  &c.  might  ^"^eo  v. 
deviae;  which  did  not  include  a  bare  possibility  or  hope  of  sue-  7  yes.300. 
cession,  but  a  possibility  accompanied  with  an  interest. 

27.  Littleton  says,  if  there  be  two  joint  tenants  in  fee  of  lands  joint  tenancies 
devisable  by  custom,  and  one  of  them  devises  his  share,  it  is  °^^  ^^^^  ^' 
void ;  because  no  devise  can  take  effect  till  after  the  death  of  the  Tit.  is.  c.  2. 
devisor;  and  by  that  erent  the  lands  become  immediately  vested 
in  the  otb«r  joint  tenant  by  survivorship. 

28*  In  conlbrmity  with  this  principle,  the  statute  34  &  35 
Hen.  8.  only  enables  persons  having  a  sole  estate  in  fee  simple. 


30  rule  XXXVIII.  Devise.  Ch.  III.  s.  28-31. 

or  seised  in  fee  simple  ia  coparcenary  or  in  commoni  to  devise, 
^^fP-25.        which  excludes  estates  held  in  joint  tenancy.    And  in  Butler 

and  Baker's  case,  in  36  Eliz.  it  was  laid  down,  that  the  law 

only  considers  what  estate  the  devisor  had  at  the  time  of  making 

his  will,  without  regard  to  any  subsequent  event;  from  which  it 

follows,  and  has  been  settled,  that  a  devise  by  a  joint  tenant, 

who  afterwards  severs  the  joint  tenancy  is  void ;   because  the 

devisor  was  joint  tenant  when  he  made  his  will. 

R^teiti  ^'  ^^^^^^  Gilbert  and  Frances  Sophia  GUbert  were  seised 

3  Burr.  1488.    of  the  premises  in  question,  as  joint  tenants  in  fee.    Richard 

476.*^ '  Gilbert,  on  the  20th  January,  1764,  made  his  will,  and  thereby 

devised  in  these  words :  ''  Imprimis,  I  give  and  bequeath  all  my 
part,  right,  title,  and  interest,  which  I  have  in  an  estate  jointly 
with  my  sister  Frances  Sophia  Gilbert,  to  my  wife  Jane." 
Afterwards,  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  Richard  Gilbert 
and  his  sister  made  a  partition,  and  severed  the  joint  tenancy : 
and  the  estate  in  question  was  conveyed  to  Richard  in  fee. 
The  question  was,  whether  the  will  was  good  as  to  this  estate. 

The  Court  was  clearly  and  unanimously  of  opinion,  that  a  will 
made  by  a  joint  tenant,  during  the  continuance  of  the  jointure, 
was  not  a  good  will,  even  as  to  a  share  of  his  estate,  under  the 
statute  of  wills,  notwithstanding  a  subsequent  severance  of  the 
joint  tenancy,  by  a  partition,  unless  there  was  a  republication  of 
it  after  the  partition. 
Nor  rights  of  30.  It  has  been  stated,  in  a  former  title,  that  where  there  is  a 

Tit.  35.  c.  12.  tenant  for  life,  with  a  vested  remainder,  or  a  reversion  imme- 
diately expectant  thereon,  in  another  person,  and  such  tenant 
for  life  levies  a  fine,  it  devests  the  refnainder  or  reversion,  and 
turns  it  to  a  right,  leaving  only  in  the  remainder-man- or  rever- 
sioner a  mere  right  of  entry,  which  is  not  devisable. 
Tit.  35.  31.  Thus  in  the  case  of  Goodright  v.  Forrester,  Lord  Ellen- 

borough  said,  the  second  question  was,  whether  a  right  of  entry 
was  devisable;  and  the  Court  was  of  opinion  that  it  was  not 
devisable,  for  such  right  was  certainly  not  assignable  by  the 
common  law,  nor  did  it  fall  within  the  words  of  the  statute 
32  Hen.  8.  c.  1.,  which  were,  **  having  manors,  lands,  tenements, 
or  hereditaments  ;**  nor  of  the  statute  34  &  36  Hen.  8.  c.  6.  s.  4., 
which  were,  *'  having  a  sole  estate  or  interest  in  fee  simple  of 
and  in  any  manors,  &c.  in  possession,  reversion,  or  remainder." 
In  Corbet's  case,  1  Rep.  8«5.  b.    *'  For  the  construction  of  wills 
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this  rule  was  taken  by  the  justices  in  their  arguments^  that  such 
an  estate,  which  cannot  by  the  rules  of  the  common  law  be 
conveyed,  by  act  executed  in  his  life,  by  advice  of  counsel 
learned  in  the  law,  such  estate  cannot  be  devised  by  the  will  of 
a  man  who  is  intended  by  law  to  be  inops  consiliu"  From 
whence  it  might  be  inferred,  that  out  of  that  interest,  in  which, 
by  act  executed  in  a  man's  life,  it  was  not  possible  to  create  any 
estate,  no  estate  could  be  created  by  his  will.  And  in  Butler 
and  Baker's  case,  3  Rep.  32.  a.  it  is  said,  "  Without  question, 
that  which  a  man  cannot  dispose  of  by  any  act  in  his  life,  shall 
not  be  taken  for  any  of  his  manors,  &c.  whereof  he  may  devise 
two  parts,  by  authority  given  him  by  the  statute."  And  in  Lord 
Mountjoy's  case,  Godb.  17.  it  was  laid  down,  "  that  the' statute 
of  Wills,  32  Hen.  8.  that  it  shall  be  lawful,  Sec.  to  devise  two 
parts,  8cc.,  respects  only  such  things  as  are  devisable;  but  a 
right  of  entry  was  not  devisable,  and  therefore,  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  statute,  and  the  authority  of  that  case,  was  not  de- 
visable. For  these  reasons,  the  Court  was  of  opinion  that  there 
must  be  a  judgment  for  the  defendant.    And  whatever  mischief  « 

or  hardship  might  attend  the  decision  of  this  case,  or  might  be 
expected  to  arise  from  the  application  of  the  same  rule  to  other 
cases,  it  was  an  inconvenience  which  could  only  be  remedied  by 
positive  law ;  and  the  propriety  of  applying  such  a  remedy, 
whereby  the  same  rights  of  entry  and  action  which  belong  to  the  8  Vin.  6J. 
heir,  might  be  extended  to  the  devisee,  was  a  question  particu- 
larly fit  for  the  consideration  of  the  legislature."  (a) 

32.  When  the  feudal  doctrine  of  non-alienation  began  to  sub-  The  devisor 

must  1)8  sfiisfidi 

side,  and  some  persons  were  allowed  to  dispose  of  their  lai\ds  by  or  entitled. 
will,  a  devise  was  considered  to  be  in  the  nature  of  an  appoint- 
ment to  uses.    The  courts  of  law,  therefore,  held  that  a  devise  Cowp.  R.  305. 
affecting  lands  could  operate  on  those  only  of  which  the  testator 
was  possessed  at  the  time  of  executing  his  will ;  and  not  on  any 
lands  acquired  afterwards. 

33.  The  statutes  of  Wills  adopt  the  same  principle,  the  words 
being,  all  and  every  person  and  persons  having  manors,  &c.  or 
haring  a  sole  estate,  8cc. ;  from  which  it  follows  that  the  devisor 
most  have  the  estate  at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  for  he  cannot 

de?ise  what  he  has  not  in   him,  then.      And  in  Butler  and  3  Rep.  30.  b. 

(«)  A  writ  of  error  was  brought  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  but  judgment  was  given 
OQ  another  point.  1  Taunton's  Rep.  578. 


32 
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Baker's  ease,  the  Judges  eommenting  on  the  word  havings  in  the 
statutes  of  Wills,  say, — If  it  be  asked,  quis  potest  legare:  the 
makers  of  the  act  answer,  every  person  having  manors,  8ic. ;  not 
every  person  generally. 

34.  A  peiBOD  devised  all  such  sums  of  money,  lands,  tene* 
ments,  goods,  chattels,  and  estates  whatsoever,  wherewith  at  the 
time  of  his  decease  he  should  be  possessed  or  invested,  to  bis 
wife.  Nine  years  after,  the  testator  received  a  sum  of  money  in 
right  of  his  wife,  which  he  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  an  estate 
in  Kent,  of  the  nature  of  gavelkind,  and  died  without  having 
republished  his  will.  The  heir  at  law  of  the  testator  entered, 
and  his  widow  brought  an  ejectment  to  recover  the  possession. 
The  jury  found  a  special  verdict,  stating  the  above  facts ;  and 
that  by  the  custom  of  gavelkind  any  tenant,  being  seised  of  lands 
in  fee,  might  devise  the  same  by  will  in  writing. 

The  Court  was  of  opinion  that  the  lands  did  not  pass:  and 
Lord  Holt  said,  the  lands  purchased  after  the  execution  of  the 
will  did  not  pass  by  it,  because  the  law  of  England  was  plain  as 
to  this  point,  by  all  the  precedents  ;  and  the  law  was  the  same 
of  lands  devised  by  custom,  as  of  lands  devised  by  statute :  and 
whenever  a  will  was  pleaded,  it  was  always  said  that  the  testa- 
tor was  seised  in  fee,  and  being  so  seised  made  his  will ;  which 
plainly  showed,  that  it  was  absolutely  necessary  he  should  be 
seised  in  fee  at  the  time  of  making  his  will. 

Upon  a  writ  of  error  in  the  House  of  Lords,  this  judgment  was 
affirmed. 

3d.  [Upon  the  same  principle  it  is  conceived,  lands  allotted 
under.inclosure  acts  in  lieu  of  rights  of  common  appurtenant  to 
the  lands  devised,  will  not  pass  by  a  prior  will :  since  the  testa- 
tor had  not,  at  the  date  of  his  will,  seisin  of  the  allotment ;  nor 
can  a  devise  of  the  lands  (in  respect  of  which  the  allotment  was 
made,)  with  the  appurtenances  be  considered  an  indication  of 
intention  to  pass  the  allotment  which  the  testator  had  not  at  the 
date  of  the  will. 

36.  To  obviate  this  difficulty  it  is  a  general  practice  to  insert 
a  clause  in  local  inclosure  acts,  providing  that  the  allotted  and 
exchanged  lands  shall  pass  by  wills  made  prior  to  the  allotments, 
as  a  substitution  for,  and  in  addition  to,  the  lands  given  by  the 
will:  but  no  provision  for  that  purpose  is  contained  in  the 
general  inclosure  act.     A  clause  effecting  the  above  object 
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is  inserted  in  the  note  (a),  which  was  taken   from  a  local  in- 
closure  act.] 

37.  It  has  been  stated  that  lands  contracted  for  may  be  de- 
vised :  there  must^  however,  be  express  articles,  or  a  positive 
agreement,  binding  within  the  statute  of  Frauds,  for  the  pur- 
chase of  an  estate,  entered  into  and  completed  before  the  execu- 
tion of  the  will ;  otherwise  such  estate  will  not  pass  by  it 
•  38,  Mr.  Laneford  entered  into  articles  with  Governor  Pitt,  I:*"8l°r?  ?• 

Pilt  2  P.  Wmi . 

for  the  sale  of  lands  in  Cornwall.     Long  before  the  execution  of  629.' 
the  articles.  Governor  Pitt  made  his  will ;  and  the  question  was,  \\^^  •^"°' 
whether  the  lands  comprised  in  the  articles  passed  by  the  will ; 
and  it  was  held  that  they  did  not. 

39.  The  devisor  must  not  only  be  actually  seised,  or  well  en-  ^^^  ™»*  fon- 

■'  ,        .  tiDue  seised  or 

titled  to  the  lands,  at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  but  must  also  entitled. 
continue  to  be  so  seised  or  entitled  till  the  time  of  his  death  ;  for,  ^Ql^f^  j^,  743, 
in  the  case  of  a  devise  of  a  legal  estate,  the  will  cannot  take  effect 
unless  the  devisor  dies  seised ;  so  that  if  a  person  devises  his  Bro.  Ab.  Tit. 
lands,  and  is  afterwards  disseised,  and  dies  before  entry,  the  de-     ^^*^'  ^  * 
vise  is  void ;  but  if  the  devisor  re-enters,  the  devise  becomes 
again  valid,  according  to  the  opinion  of  Lord  Holt ;  because  4  Burr.  R. 
when  a  man  is  disseised,  and  re-enters,  the  disseisin  is  purged,  g  Ves.  282. 
and  the  disseisee  is  considered  as  never  having  been  out  of  pos- 
session. 

40.  In  the  case  of  lands  contracted  for,  or  a  trust  estate,  the 
equitable  right  must  continue  undisturbed.  And  where  the 
devise  is  of  an  estate  in  remainder  or  reversion,  it  must  not  be 
devested  or  turned  to  a  right,  as  has  been  already  stated.  Ante,  s.  30. 

41.  There  are  a  few  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  a  Exceptions. 

(a)  [And  be  it  further  enacted,  that  the  several  allotments  which  shall  be  made  by 
virtue  of  this  act,  and  the  premises,  so  to  be  exchanged,  partitioned  and  divided  as  afore- 
said, thai!  immediately  afrer  the  making  of  such  allotments  partitions  and  exchanges  re- 
speetiTely,  go  to,  be,  remain,  and  enure,  and  be  held  and  enjoyed,  and  the  several  persons 
to  wbom  the  same  shall  belong,  shall  from  thenceforth  stand  and  be  seised  and  pos- 
sessed thereof  respectively,  to  such  and  the  same  uses  and  for  such  and  the  same  estates 
and  subject  to  such  and  the  same  leases  (except  leases  at  rack  rent  of  any  part  or  parts 
of  the  said  common-field  lands  so  intended  to  be  divided  as  aforesaid,  which  are  here- 
inaAer  declared  to  be  void)  wills,  entaib,  limitations,  remainders,  tenures,  rent-charges, 
qwt-xents,  services,  mortgages,  charges,  liens,  judgments,  and  other  incumbrances,  as 
tbe  seversl  lands  and  grounds,  in  respect  whereof  such  allotments  shall  be  made,  or 
which  shall  be  so  divided,  partitioned,  or  exchanged  in  pursuance  of  this  act,  now  are. 
Off  sImqU,  or  would  have  been  subject  and  liable  to  have  been  charged  with  or  aflfected 
by,  in  case  this  act  had  not  been  made.] 

TOL.  VI.  D 
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devise  should  operate  upon  property  of  which  the  devisor  was 

not  possessed  at  the  time  of  making  his  will. 

Tenancies  es-         42,  Thus  where  a  person  devised  his  manor  of  A.,  and  subae- 

iSalk.'238.       quent  to  the  execution  of  bis  will^  but  before  his  decease^  a 

11  Mod.  129.     ^Qg^i^^y  escheated  ;  it  was  admitted  that  the  land  comprised  in 

the  tenancy  would  pass  to  the  devisee. 
Copyholds  sur-       43.  It  has  been  stated,  in  a  former  title,  that  where  a  copy- 
^^^  ^    holder  surrenders  to  the  lord,  the  land  continues  to  be  part  of 

Tiu  10.  c.  6.      ijie  manor,  freed  from  the  customary  right  of  occupation  of  the 

copyholder ;  and  would  pass  by  any  conveyance  of  the  manor. 
In  consequence  of  this  principle,  it  has  been  determined,  that 
where  a  person  seised  of  a  manor,  made  his  will,  and  afterwards 
purchased  a  copyhold  held  of  the  manor,  and  todc  a  surrender  of 
it  to  himself,  it  passed  by  the  will. 
Roe  V.  Wegg.  44.  Mr.  Hale  devised  the  manor  of  King's  Walden  ¥rith  the 
6TeraiR.708.  appurtenances,  and  all  his  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and 

hereditaments,  in  the  parish  of  King's  Walden,  to  W.  Hale, 
Esq.  Mr.  Hale,  after  making  his  will,  purchased  a  copyhold, 
parcel  of  the  said  manor,  and  held  of  himself,  as  lord  of  the 
manor,  and  the  same  was  surrendered  to  the  use  of  Mr.  Hale  and 
his  heirs. 

It  was  determined  that  tliis  copyhold  passed  by  the  will  of 
Mr.  Hale ;  because,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  the  copyholders  of  the 
manor  are  only  tenants  at  will  to  the  lord,  who  is  seised  of  Ae 
freehold  and  inheritance  of  the  whole.  Now,  when  the  lord  in 
this  case  made  bis  will,  it  operated  upon  the  whole  manor,  in* 
eluding  the  demesnes  and  services ;  and  when  the  copyhold  v?as 
purchased  by  the  lord,  it  was  still  part  of  the  manor,  and  passed 
by  a  devise  of  the  manor. 
And  tenns  ^^'  ^  ^^"^"^  ^^  years  purchased  by  a  testator  after  the  execu- 

for years.  tion  of  his  wiU,  pssses  by  it:  because  it  is  only  a  chattel  real ; 

lP.Wms.675.         ,,.„.,.  , 

3  Atk.  176.       and  the  will  in  this  case  operates  as  a  testament,  and  not  as  a 

devise,  either  by  the  custom  or  by  the  statutes  of  Wills. 


CHAP.  IV. 


Devises  of  Copyholds. 

Sect.    1.  CopyAoid*  devisable  by  Sur-      Sect.  26.  But  an  equittMe  Entail  i$ 

not  barred  by  a  WiU. 
SO.  Who  May  devise  Copyhold*. 

33.  Customary  Heir. 

34.  Who  may  not  devise  Copy- 
holds. 

35.  Unadmitted  Smrendme. 
86.  Unadmitted  Devisee. 
37.  YTAaf  £:«ea/f  in  a  Copyhold 

may  be  devised. 


6.  Ejfeet  of  smeh  Surrenders. 

16.  A  WiU  good  without  a  Sur- 
render. 

19.  A  Surrender  of  this  kind  bars 
am  EmtaU. 

21 .  An  equitable  interest  was  de- 
visable without  a  Surrender. 


Section  1. 

As  the  statutes  of  wills  only  mention  lands  held  by  knight  Copyholds  de- 
senice,  and  in  socage,  they  do  not  extend  to  copyhold  estates ;  render,  ^  ^^ 
but  a  power  of  devising  this  kind  of  property  has  long  been  finitTiiifb?" 
iDdirectly  exercised  by  an  application  of  the  doctrine  of  uses,  °*  i* 
similar  to  that  which  was  anciently  resorted  to,  in  respect  to 
freehold  lands.     For  this  purpose  the  copyholder  surrenders  his 
estate  to  the  use  of  his  last  will,  and  then  disposes  of  it  by  his 
wiU ;  which  operates  as  a  declaration  of  the  uses  of  the  surren- 
der, and  not  as  a  devise  under  the  statutes  of  wills. 

2.  By  the  general  custom  of  all  manors,  every  copyholder  has 

a  right  to  surrender  his  estate  to  the  use  of  his  will;  and  in  a  Pike  v.  White, 

3  Bro  C  C  286 

nuxiem  case  it  was  held,  that  if  there  was  a  custom  in  a  manor  15  v^.40'3. 
that  copyholds  should  not  be  surrendered  to  the  use  of  a  will, 
such  a  custom  would  be  deemed  void. 

3.  A  surrender  to  the  use  of  a  will  must  be  presented ;  but  by  Com.  Dig. 

.  1  1  1  y^  TiuCop.  F.  10. 

special  custom  such  presentment  may  be  made  at  the  next  Court 
after  the  death  of  the  surrenderor,  though  it  be  not  the  next 
after  the  surrender  made ;  and,  it  is  said,  that  it  would  be  good 
without  any  special  custom. 
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Doe  V.  Toefield, 
U  East.  246. 


King  V.  Turner, 
2  Simons,  547. 


Efiect  of  such 
surrenders. 
4  Rep.  23.  a. 
Gilb.  Ten.  195. 


Fitch  V. 
Hockley. 
Cro.  £liz.  442. 


Thnistottt  V. 
Cunningham, 
2  Black.  R. 
1046.  S.  C. 
Fearne's  C.  R. 
67.  FA  8. 


Floyd  V, 
Aldridge,  cited 
5  East,  137. 
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4.  A  surrender  to  the  use  of  a  will  cannot  be  made  before  the 
admittance  of  the  devisor;  for  till  then  he  has  no  estate  or 
interest  in  the  copyhold  ;  [nor  since  the  stat.  55  Geo.  3.  c.  192, 
will  copyholds  pass  by  the  will  of  a  devisor,  who  dies  before 
admittance^  for  that  statute  applies  only  to  cases  where  a  surren- 
der alone  would  have  made  good  the  will.] 

5.  Where  a  copyholder  surrenders  to  the  use  of  his  will,  the 
estate  still  remains  in  him^  and  does  not  vest  in  the  lord  ;  for  all 
the  design  of  the  surrender  is,  that  the  surrenderor  may  dispose 
of  it  by  his  will ;  not  to  vest  an  interest  in  any  one,  or  to  give 
away  the  power  of  disposing  of  it. 

6.  Thus  where  a  copyholder  surrendered  to  the  use  of  himself 
for  life,  then  to  his  son  for  life,  then  to  the  use  of  his  will ;  the 
son  died^  and  the  father  surrendered  to  the  use  of  another  in  fee : 
it  was  held  by  Anderson  and  Walmsley,  that  the  copyholder 
might  dispose  of  it  in  his  lifetime,  notwithstanding  the  surrender 
to  the  use  of  his  will. 

7.  A  copyholder  having  surrendered  to  the  use  of  his  will, 
and  afterwards  surrendering  to  new  particular  uses,  with  reversion 
to  himself  in  fee ;  it  was  held  that  he  was  in  of  the  old  use,  and 
might  devise  the  reversion,  without  any  admittance  or  fresh 
surrender  to  the  use  of  his  will. 

8.  Where  a  copyholder  makes  a  surrender  of  a  copyhold  by 
way  of  mortgage,  he  continues  in  possession  of  the  legal  estate 
till  the  mortgagee  is  admitted,  and  cannot  therefore  devise  the 
copyhold  without  a  surrender  to  the  use  of  his  will. 

9.  A  person  mortgaged  a  copyhold  in  fee,  and  surrendered  it 
to  the  mortgagee  ;  but  the  latter  was  not  admitted.  The  money 
was  not  paid  at  the  time.  The  mortagor  afterwards  made  his 
will,  and  devised  the  estate,  without  a  surrender  to  the  use  of 
his  willy  and  died.  The  devisee  brought  his  bill  to  redeem, 
making  the  heir  a  party. 

Sir  T.  Sewell,  M.  R.  dismissed  the  bill,  saying  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  no  interest  in  the  copyhold ;  if  the  mortgagee  had  not 
the  legal  estate,  there  was  no  equity  of  redemption.  The  legal 
estate  remained  in  the  surrenderor,  till  admittance  of  the  sur- 
renderee. After  the  first  surrender,  before  admittance,  he  is 
tenant  to  the  lord,  and  may  therefore  surrender  to  the  use  of  his 
will.  A  second  cannot  prejudice  a  first  surrender;  when  the 
first  sufrenderee  came  in,  he  would  be  admitted.    A  mortgagee 
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was  seldom  admitted ;   the  mortgage   was  discharged   by   an 
entry  on  the   court  rolls ;   all  remained  in  the  mortgagor ;  no 
fine,  no  change  of  tenant,  &c.     As  he  might  have  made  a  sur- 
render to  the  use  of  his  will,  without  prejudice  to  the  mortgagee,  Kenei>ei  v. 
he  ous'ht  to  have  done  it :  the  estate  could  not  pass  at  law,  and  Scjafioo, 

.    ^  .  .  .  8  Ves.Juo.  30. 

equity  would  not  assist  a  volunteer  against  the  heir. 

The  same  point  was  determined  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  Doe  v.  Wroot, 
in  Easter  Term,  1804.  ^  ^^*'  ^^^• 

10.  It  was  held   in  10  Jac.  that  where  a  copyholder  sur-  Semainev. 
renders  his  estate  to  the  use  of  his  will,  and  afterwards  makes  i  b^IsI.  200. 
a  will;    the  lands  do    not  pass  by  the  will,    but  by  the  sur- 
render ;  for  the  will  is  only  declaratory  of  the  uses  of  the  sur- 
render. 

11.  In  the  case  of  a  surrender  by  a  copyholder  to  the  use  of  Tit.  io.c.5. 
his  will,  and  a  devise  of  the  copyhold  under  it,  the  devisee  has  Co.Cop.8^35. 
no  title  till  he  is  admitted ;  but  if  a  devise  of  this  kind  is  to  two 

persons,  and  one  of  them  is  admitted,  according  to  the  purport  of 
the  will,  this  shall  enure  to  both. 

12.  The  devisor  must  have  the  copyhold,  at  the  time  of 
making  his  will,  otherwise  it  will  not  pass  by  it. 

13.  Thomas  Warde  made  his  will,  and  reciting  that  he  was  Wanicv. 
seised  of  a  copyhold  estate  (whereas  in  fact  he  was  not),  devised  Amb.^299. 
all  his  real  estate,  8cc.     He  afterwards  purchased  a  copyhold  ^i^-  >^P*  *-  ^' 
estate,  and  surrendered  it  to  such  uses  as  he  by  his  last  will  and 
testament  should  appoint ;  and  afterwards  died  without  making 

any  other  will. 

Lord  Hardwicke  held  that  the  copyhold  did  not  pass  by  the 
will.  I.  Because  the  surrender  was  to  a  future  appointment. 
II.  Because  the  words  of  the  will  did  not  extend  to  an  after- 
purchased  copyhold ;  but  only  to  such  of  which  he  was  seised 
at  the  time  of  making  the  will. 

14.  It  is  said  by  Lord  Mansfield  to  have  been  determined  in  i  Term.  Rep. 
the  case  of  Harris  v.  Cutler,  B.  R.  10  Geo.  3.  that  copyholds 
purchased  after  a  will  do  not  pass  by  it.     But  it  will  be  shown  Ch.  7.  Heyi>n 
in  a  subsequent  chapter  that  a  surrender  of  copyholds  to  the  use  ^'   ^^  ^°' 

of  a  will  already  made,  may  operate  as  a  republication  of  such 
will,  and  by  that  means  pass  the  copyhold. 

15.  It  was  resolved  in  a  modern  case,  that  where  a  copyholder.  Doe  v.  Cowling. 
having  an  estate  pour  outer  vie,  surrendered  all  his  estates  in  ^3  ^' 
possession,  remainder,  or  reversion,  to  the  use  of  his  will,  and 
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afterwards  acquired  the  fee  by  descent,  such  fee  did  not  pass  by 
the  will. 
A  will  DOW  16.  By  the  statute  55  Geo.  3.  c«  192.  it  is  enacted,  that  in  all 

MLTOnder  °"'  *    ^^^^  where,  by  the  custom  of  any  manor  in  England  or  Ireland, 

any  copyhold  tenant  of  such  manor  may,  by  his  or  her  will,  dis- 
pose of  or  appoint  his  or  her  copyhold  tenements,  the  same 
having  been  surrendered  to  such  uses  as  should  be  declared  by 
such  will,  every  disposition  or  charge,  made  or  to  be  made  by 
such  will,  by  any  person  who  shall  die  after  the  passing  of  this 
act,  (12  July  1815)  of  any  such  copyhold  tenements,  or  of  any 
right,  title,  or  interest  in  or  to  the  same,  shall  be  as  valid  and 
effectual  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  although  no  surrender  shall 
Doe  e.  Ludiam,  have  been  made  to  the  use  of  the  will  of  such  person,  as  the 

7  Bing.  275.  ^  ' 

same  would  have  been,  if  a  surrender  had  been  made  to  the  use 
of  such  will. 
^^'•37.c.  i.s.       17,  It  was  shown  in  the  preceding  title  that  the  Court  of 

Chancery  would  supply  the  want  of  a  surrender  of  a  copyhold 
in  several  instances ;  and  the  cases,  in  which  a  surrender  to  the 
use  of  a  will  had  been  supplied,  were  stated  in  the  former  edi* 
tions  of  this  work,  but  are  now  omitted. 
Doev.Bartie,  18.  Where  there  was  a  custom  enabling  a  married  woman  to 
492.   '        '   pass  by  her  will  lands  which  had  been  surrendered  to  the  use  of 

her  will,  (the  wife  being  examined  apart  by  the  steward  and 
consenting)  it  was  held  that  such  surrender  was  matter  of  sub- 
stance, and  there  not  having  been  any  previous  surrender,  the 
will  was  ineffectual.  The  stat.  55  Geo.  3.  c.  192.  was  intended 
to  supply  the  wapt  of  a  mere  formal  surrender:  and  therefore 
such  a  case,  although  within  the  words,  was  not  within  the  mis- 
chief intended  to  be  remedied. 
A  surrender  of  19.  It  has  been  Stated  in  the  preceding  title  that  in  many 
an  entail.  manors  a  surrender  to  a  stranger  and  his  heirs  was  sufficient  to 

Tit.  37.  c.  2.      Y^^  ^^  entail.    This  doctrine  has  been  extended  to  surrenders 

made  to  the  use  of  the  surrenderor's  will.  And  Lord  Hard- 
wicke  has  said,  that  where  a  person,  having  an  estate  tail  in  a 
copyhold,  surrenders  it  to  the  use  of  his  will ;  if  entails,  by  th^ 
custom  of  the  manor,  are  not  barrable  by  recovery  or  fine^  bu(  by 
surrender,  in  such  case  the  surrender  to  the  use  of  bis  will,  not 
only  effectuates  the  will,  but  operates  as  a  bar  to  the  entail. 
Carr  v.  Singer,  20.  A  person  being  tenant  in  tail  of  a  copyhold  estate,  there 
C.  B.1750.       being  a  custom  for  entailing  copyholds,  surrendered  into  the 
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baods  of  the  lord,  to  ftuch  uses  as  he  should  by  any  deed  or  wiU 
limit  or  appoint.  He  made  his  will,  devising  the  custontary 
premises  iti  question  to  one  of  the  defendants.  Upon  the  rolls 
of  the  manor  there  was  found  one  single  instance  of  a  surrender 
to  bar  an  estate  tail ;  but  it  did  not  appear  what  enjoyment  was 
under  the  surrender :  and  no  instance  was  found  on  the  rolls  of 
a  recoFery  suffered  to  bar  estates  tail. 

Birch*  J.  said,  the  question  was,  whether  the  estate  tail  was 
barred  by  the  surrender,  and  the  devise  in  pursuance  thereof; 
as  it  was  admitted  there  was  a  custom  in  the  manor  for  en- 
tailing copyholds,  it  must  be  admitted  there  was  soAie  method 
to  bar  such  entails,  or  else  there  would  be  a  perpetuity,  which 
the  law  abhorred ;  and  he  thought  the  surrender  was  a  good  bar 
to  the  entail. 

Burnet,  J.  said  he  concurred  in  that  opinion.  The  whole  of 
the  case  came  to  this : — ^Here  was  a  manor  in  which  custom  had 
establidied  the  entailing  of  copyhold,  and  no  method  of  barring ; 
for  one  instance  so  modern  would  not  weigh  with  him.  The 
opinion  that  where  there  is  no  recovery  by  custom,  a  common 
surrender  will  do,  was  mentioned  by  Lord  Cowper  in  2  Vern. 
583. ;  but  though  this  was  an  opinion  only,  his  next  determi- 
natioo,  2  Vern.  702.,  was  delivered  as  a  judge,  upon  the  very 
point  in  judgment;  his  opinion  therefore  was,  that  the  same 
mle  must  hold,  that  a  surrender  of  a  copyhold  would  be  a  suf- 
ficient bar  of  the  entail,  where  there  was  no  recovery  by  custom 
to  bar  tit. 

Lord  Cb.  J.  Willes  said,  he  was  the  less  concerned  at  differing 
in  opinion  in  this  case,  because  he  thought  the  opinion  of  his 
brethren  attended  with  less  inconvenience  than  his.  He  agreed 
that  an  estate  tail  in  copyhold  was  not  created  by  custom,  but 
custom  co-operating  with  the  statute ;  and  that  if  it  might  be 
created  by  custom,  some  way  to  bar  it  must  be  found  out,  to 
prevent  a  perpetuity.  He  agreed  also  that  a  suiTender  would 
bar  such  estates,  if  there  was  a  custom  for  it,  according  to  the 
express  words  of  Cot  Lit.  60.  And  Lord  Coke  would  never  have 
said,  that  if  an  estate  may  be  created  by  custom,  a  surrender  by 
custom  will  bar  it ;  if  it  was  then  established  that  a  surrender 
without  a  custom  would  bar.  His  opinion  therefore  was,  that 
theve  must  be  a  custom  to  make  a  surrender  good.  If  there  was 
no  other  way  to  bar,  he  admitted  a  surrender  would,  without  a 
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custom,  from  a  necessity,  to  avoid  a  perpetuity;  but  if  there 
was  a  way  of  barring,  there  was  an  end  of  that  question.  He 
thought  a  recovery  without  custom  would  bar ;  and  if  so,  there 
was  no  occasion  foY  a  surrender  to  bar.  As  a  recovery  might  be 
suffered  in  the  lord's  court,  he  could  not  think  a  surrender  would 
bar:  but  he  was  satisfied,  that  unless  this  came  to  be  the 
established  opinion,  great  inconvenience  would  arise,  and  hoped 
his  brother's  opinion  would  determine  it;  but  he  could  not 
think  the  law  was  so.  The  occasion  of  this  method  was  from 
the  ignorance  of  stewards,  who  knew  not  how  to  suffer  a  reco- 
very, and  therefore  chose  to  do  it  by  surrender. 

That  as  his  brother  Abney,  before  his  death,  declared  himself 
of  opinion  with  his  two  brothers,  judgment  must  be  in  support 
of  the  surrender. 

21.  Where  the  legal  estate  in  a  copyhold  is  outstanding,  the 
person  entitled  to  the  equitable  interest  might  devise  it  without 
a  surrender,  for  otherwise  it  could  not  be  disposed  of  by  will; 
as  a  person  who  has  not  the  legal  estate  in  a  copyhold  cannot 
make  a  surrender. 

22.  A  person  agreed  for  the  purchase  of  copyhold  lands, 
which  were  surrendered  out  of  court  to  his  use ;  but  before  ad- 
mittance he  died,  having  made  his  will  after  the  contract,  and 
thereby  devised  the  copyholds. 

It  was  declared  by  the  Court  to  be  clear  that  the  copyholds  so 
agreed  for  passed  by  the  will ;  for  the  purchaser  had  an  equity 
to  recover  the  land,  and  the  vendor  stood  trustee  for  him,  or  as 
he  should  appoint,  till  a  conveyance  executed. 

23.  The  Solicitor  General  submitted,  that  a  devise  of  a  copy- 
hold estate,  without  a  surrender,  where  the  devisor  had  only  the 
equitable  interest,  and  the  legal  estate  in  trustees  was  sufficient 
to  pass  the  copyhold. 

Lord  Hardwicke  declared  his  opinion,  that  the  trust  of  these 
copyholds  would  pass,  without  a  surrender,  to  the  uses  of  the 
will.  There  had  been  several  cases  so  determined,  but  parti- 
cularly Tuffnell  v.  Page.  Because  the  surrender  must  be  by 
the  person  who  had  the  legal  estate ;  and  when  there  was  no 
legal  estate  in  the  party  who  had  the  beneficial  interest,  it 
might  pass  by  a  will,  as  well  as  other  lands.  But  in  the  case 
of  a  descent,  the  person  so  taking  cannot  devise  without  a 
sunender. 
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24.  Thomas  Earl  of  Strafford  surrendered  certain  copyhold  Doe «.  Vemoo, 
estates  to  tbe  use  of  his  will ;  and  devised  them  to  his  only  son  '  ' 
William  in  tail,  remainder  to  his  three  daughters,  of  whom  Lady 

Harriet  Vernon  was  one,  in  fee.  Lady  Harriet  made  her  will 
ia  1779,  by  which  she  devised  all  her  real  estates  to  her  second 
SOD,  and  died  in  1786.  William  Earl  of  Strafford  survived 
her,  and  died  without  issue  in  1791  ;  not  having  been  admitted. 
Lady  Harriet  did  not  surrender  her  estate  in  reversion  to  the 
use  of  her  will ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  it  passed  by  it. 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  devisee, — L  That  the  legal 
estate  in  a  copyhold  surrendered  to  the  use  of  a  will,  remained 
in  the  surrenderor,  and  on  his  death  descended  to  his  heir,  till 
admittance  of  some  person,  having  relation  to  that  surrender, 
n.  That  the  interest  taken  by  the  party  named  as  devisee  was, 
till  admittance,  an  equitable  interest  only ;  and  that  such  was 
the  interest  which  Lady  Harriet  had  as  devisee  in  remainder. 
Earl  William  never  having  been  admitted.  III.  That  Lady 
Harriet  might  devise  such  her  equitable  interest,  without  any 
surrender.  The  Court  of  King's  Bench  held,  that  the  devisee 
of  Lady  Harriet,  though  admitted,  could  not  recover  against  her 
heir  at  law,  who  had  also  been  admitted,  in  ejectment.  If  he 
had  any  title,  it  was  in  equity. 

25.  It  was  ruled  by  Lord  Talbot,  that  where  a  copyholder  has  Kiogv.  King. 
mortgaged  bis  copyhold,  and  the  mortgagee  is  admitted ;  the       *    '"*'    ^' 
mortgagor,  not  having  the  legal  estate  of  the  copyhold  in  him,  Macnaniara  v. 
has  no  estate  that  he  can  surrender;  and  therefore  may  devise  C.C.481.S.P. 
the  copyhold  premises  without  any  surrender. 

26.  An  opinion  formerly  prevailed  that  a  devise  alone  would  ?"*  ^  f!^" 

*  .  ,         .  ow  entail  is  not 

bar  the  entail  of  a  trust  estate  m  a  copyhold,  without  a  sui^  barred  by  a  wiu. 
render ;  which  was  probably  adopted  on  the  authority  of  the 
following  case. 

27.  A.  was  tenant  in  tail  of  the  trust  of  a  copyhold,  with  Otway  v. 
remainder  to  J.  S.,  and  requested  the  trustees  to  surrender  to  3  Vern.'583. 
him  in  tail ;  which  they  refusing,  he  brought  a  bill  to  compel 

them;  and  they  put  in  their  answers.  Then  A.  died;  but, 
pending  the  suit,  he  went  to  the  lord's  court  and  desired  to  be 
permitted  to  surrender^  which  was  refused,  because  the  legal 
estate  was  in  the  trustees ;  upon  which  A,  made  his  will,  and 
devised  the  premises  to  his  wife. 

Lord  Cowper  decreed  the  estate  to  go  according  to  the  will, 
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there  having  been  no  /acAes  in  the  testator :  and  he  having 
devised  the  estate  to  the  uses  and  purposes  in  his  will,  his 
Lordship  concaved  that  was  sufficient  to  bar  the  entail  of  a 
trust 

28*  The  decision  in  the  above  case  appears  to  have  been 
founded  on  the  circumstance  that  the  person  entitled  to  the 
entaikd  tmsi  estate  had  done  every  thing  in  his  power  to 
procure  the  legal  estate ;  and  therefore  does  not  establish  any 
general  principle :  and  it  is  now  understood  that  an  equitable 
estate  tail  in  a  copyhold  must  be  barred  in  the  same  manner  as 
a  legal  one. 
Roe  V.Lowe,  29.  Tbos  in  a  modern  case,  where  it  was  contended  by  the 
i^Hen.  Black.    ^Q^iggi^  f^^^  ^^  equitable  entail  of  copyholds  might  be  barred 

by  a  mere  devise ;  Lord  Loughborough  said — **  Now,  though  it 
is  true  that  the  devise  of  an  equity  in  a  copyhold  requires  xm> 
surrender,  yet  that  is  where  the  testator  has  a  devisable  estate : 
the  entail  must  first  be  barred ;  the  party  must  have  done  some 
antecedent  act,  to  enable  him  to  devise.  Here  no  such  thing 
was  done,  and  the  will  of  T.  W.  H.  did  not  operate  long ;  there 
was  no  length  of  possession  against  the  entail,  on  which  to  pre- 
sume a  surrender." 
Who  may  de-  30.  All  those  who  are  capable  of  devising  freehold  estates 
▼iae copyholds,    may  also dispose  of  copyholds  by  will;  but  a  married  woman 

cannot  give  a  copyhold  estate  by  will.  And  where  a  woman 
surrendered  to  the  use  of  her  will,  and  afterwards  married,  it 
was  held  that  the  surrender  was  suspended  during  the  mar* 
riage ;  and  that  a  disposition  by  will  of  the  copyhold  by  the 
wife  was  void ;  notwithstanding  that  by  articles,  previous  to  the 
marriage,  the  husband  had  agreed  that  she  should  have  power 
to  devise  it. 

George  o. 31.  Ann  Thombury,  widow,  surrendered  a  copyhold  to  the 

use  of  her  will ;  soon  after  she  married ;  but  previous  thereto 
she  entered  into  articles,  reciting  the  surrender,  and  that  the  in- 
tended husband  agreed  that  she  should  have  power  to  settle  her 
estate,  or  to  devise  the  same,  during  coverture,  without  his  con- 
tradiction. The  wife  made  her  will,  reciting  her  power  under 
the  articles ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  it  was  good. 

Lord  Ch.  J.  Willes  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  and 
laid  down  these  two  propositions :  L  That  a  feme  covert  could  not 
make  a  will  of  lands.    IL  That  the  surrender  by  her  when  sole. 


Ainb.627. 
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became  void ;  or  at  least  was  suspended  by  the  marriage.  As 
to  the  first,  it  was  contrary  to  the  34  8c  35  Hen.  8.  that  a  feme 
co?ert  sboald  make  a  will ;  for  by  that  statute^  wills  made  by 
feme  coverts  were  void  in  law.  But  it  was  argued  that  the  cod-** 
seDt  of  the  husband,  by  the  articles,  gave  her  the  power  of  de-* 
vising,  though  by  law  she  could  not  otherwise  do  it ;  and  many 
cases  were  cited  to  prove  this  doctrine,  but  they  were  all  cases  of 
wills  of  personal  estate^  made  by  virtue  of  such  agreement ;  and 
there  could  be  no  doubt  but  the  husband  might  give  her  a 
power  to  dispose  of  her  personal  estate^  because  by  the  marriage 
be  had  the  sole  property  in,  and  power  over  it ;  but  it  was  other- 
wise of  lauds  of  inheritance,  belonging  to  the  wife ;  and  he  could 
not  give  her  such  a  power  to  make  a  will,  in  prejudi^^e  of  her  heir 
at  law.     Judgment  that  the  will  was  void. 

32.  [But  where  husband  and  wife  concurred  in  a  surrender  Driver  v. 

of  copyholds  to  such  uses  as  the  wife  should  by  will  or  codicil  4Tsainu^. 
appoint,  a  paper  purporting  to  be  her  will,  though  made  by  her^ 
li?ing  her  husband,  is  good.    The  previous  case  of  George  v,  sup.  8.31. 
was  cited. 

33.  By  the  recent  decision  of  Right  v.  Banks,  in  the  Court  of  Customary  heir. 
King's  Bench,  over-ruling  the  dictum  of  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  in  3B.&Ad.664. 
Wainewright  v.  Elwell,  and  the  decision  of  Sir  L.  Shad  well,  V.  C,  i  Mad.  632. 
in  King  9.  Turner,  it  is  now  settled  that  the  customary  heir  of  a  2  sim.  545. 
deceased  copyholder  may  devise  before  admittance.    Since  the 

decision  of  Right  t;.  Banks,  that  of  King  v.  Turner  has  been  over-  1  MjL  & 
ruled  apon  appeal  to  Brougham,  C.  ^'^'''''  *^^- 

34.  It  may  be  stated  as  a  general  rule»  that,  with  the  exception  who  may  oot 
of  the  customary  heir  and  persons  entitled  to  equitable  interests  boid^  ^^' 
before  noticed,  admittance  is  a  necessary  preliminary  to  the  copy^ 

iK^r's  testamentary  power  of  disposition, 

3a.  So  that  an  unadmitted  surrenderee,  who  is  a  volunteer.  Unadmitted 
having  00  equitable  title  distinct  from  his  incomplete  legal  title,  do«  «,  Xofieid, 
cannot  devise  before  admittance ;  for  until  that  act  is  done  the  co/GQp!'l^3e. 
surrenderor  continues  tenant  to  the  lord,  and  must  ajaswer  for  the 
services  and  returns. 

36.  So  also  a  devisee  before  admittance  cannot  devise,  as  was  Uaadmiued 
decided  in  the  above  case  of  Wainewright  v.  Elwell]  ubi.  sup. 

37.  Not  onlv  estates  in  possession,  but  also  estates  in  remain-*  what  estate  in 

•^  .a  copyhold  may 

der  aod  reversion  in  a  copyhold  may  be  devised.    And  in  the  be  devised, 
case  of  a  joint  tenancy,  the  surrender  of  one  of  the  joint  tenants 
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to  the  use  of  bis  will,  operates  as  a  severance  of  the  joint 
tenancy. 
1  Inst.  69.  b,         38.  Thus  Lord  Coke  says,  if  two  joint  tenants  be  of  copyhold 
Cro.  Jac.  100.    lands  m  fee,  and  the  one  out  of  Court,  according  to  the  custom, 

surrenders  his  part  to  the  use  of  his  will,  and  devises  it  to  a 
stranger  in  fee,  and  dies,  and  at  the  next  Court  the  surrender  is 
presented ;  by  the  surrender  and  presentment  the  jointure  was 
severed,  and  the  devisee  ought  to  be  admitted  to  the  moiety  of 
the  land ;  for  now  by  relation  the  estate  of  the  land  was  bound 
by  the  surrender. 

39.  [And  it  would  seem  upon  principle  that  admittance  is  a 
requisite  preliminary,  as  well  in  respect  of  a  remainder  or  rever- 
sion, as  of  an  estate  in  possession ;  and  notwithstanding  the  per- 
son who  subsequently  acquires  such  remainder  or  reversion,  may 
have  been  admitted  in  respect  of  a  previous  life  estate* 

40.  Thus,  suppose  copyholds  devised  to  A.  for  his  life,  and  the 
reversion  being  undisposed  of,  devolved  upon  the  testator's  cus- 
tomary heir ;  A.  is  admitted  according  to  the  will  for  his  life : 
subsequently  the  testator's  heir  devises  the  reversion  to  A.  and 
dies ;  and  then  A.  devises  it  to  B.  without  any  subsequent  ad- 
mittance in  respect  of  the  reversion :  it  is  conceived  that  this 
reversion  would  not  pass  to  B.  for  want  of  A.'s  admittance. 

41.  For  although  in  the  case  above  supposed,  A.  on  the  prior 
admittance,  filled  the  tenancy  at  the  period  when  the  reversion 
was  devised  to  him,  and  although  copyholds  are  held  at  will,  and 
admittance  is  made  on  the  change  of  a  tenant,  it  might  be  con- 
sidered his  having  been  once  admitted  tenant  to  the  lord  would 
be  sufficient  for  every  purpose ;  yet  copyholds,  though  notionally 
held  at  will,  are  essentially  susceptible  of  nearly  the  same  limita- 
tions and  modifications  as  freeholds,  and  the  same  person  may 
have  different  estates  or  interests  in  the  same  copyhold.     A  re- 

Bro.  Ten.  pi.  vcrsion  in  copyholds  is  consequently  as  much  a  tenement  as  an 
Cro!  Jac.  31.  ^^^^  ^^  possession,  and  is  equally  the  subject  of  surrender 
Co.  Cop.  a.  36.  iind  admittance.    The  Editor  is  not  aware  of  any  express  decision 

12Ves.431.  "^       ^ 

on  the  point. 

42.  The  case  above  supposed  is  clearly  distinguishable  from 
that  of  a  reversion  granted  by  the  lord,  expectant  upon  a  prior 
life  estate ;  for  in  the  latter  instance  admittance  is  not  necessary, 
the  assent  of  the  lord  being  involved  in  the  grant  itself:  and  it 
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is  conceived  that  the  grantee  may  devise  such  reversion  without 
admittance  or  before  entry.   * 

43.  In  Roe  17.  Loveless  it  was  decided  that  such  a  grantee  2Bar.  &Alcl. 
might  maintain  his  ejectment  for  the  copyhold  on  the  death  of 
the  tenant  for  life,  without  having  been  admitted,  inasmuch  as  he 
had  a  good  and  perfect  title  by  the  grant  without  admittance, 
and  might  take  possession  on  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life; 
and  it  should  seem  for  the  same  reason  he  might  devise.] 


4G 


CHAP.  V. 


Solemnities  necessary  to  a  Devise. 


Statute  of 

Frauds. 


Sect.    1.  Statute  rf  FroMds. 

2.  What  urepared  by  ihU  Sta- 

tute. 

3.  WriHng. 
7.  Signing. 

14.  Atteatatian  by  Wiinesue. 

81.  Who  ought  to  see  the  whole 
WiU. 

S3.  And  must  atteet  in  the  pre- 
sence Iff  the  Testator. 

32.  But  may  attest  at  different 
Times. 

36.  WiUs  OMd  CodiciU  need  not 
be  separately  attested. 

44.  Who  may  be  Witnesses. 

60.  Publication. 

53.  A  Person  cannot  empower 
himself  to  give  Lauds  by 
Will  not  duly  attested. 


Sect.  65.  WiUs  charging  Lands  are 
within  the  Statute. 
66.  But  not  CodieHs  giving  Le- 
gacies. 

61.  Devises  of  Trust  Estates  are 
within  the  Statute. 

63.  And  also  ^  Mortgages  and 
Equities  of  Redemption. 

65.  But  not  Wills  of  Copykotds. 
72.  Or  nf  Terms  for  Years* 

74.  Except  Terms  attemdami  on 
the  Inheritance. 

76.  Wills   made  abroad  within 

the  Statute. 

77.  A  Devise  of  Lands  may  be 

proved  in  Chancery. 


Section  I. 

As  the  statutes  of  Wills  did  not  require  any  precise  form  or 
ceremony  in  a  devise  of  lands,  but  only  that  it  should  be  in 
writing ;  and  as  lands  devisable  by  custom  would  pass  by  a  will 
made  by  parol  only,  an  infinite  number  of  frauds  were  thereby 
committed.  To  remedy  these,  it  was  enacted  by  the  statute 
29  Cha.  2.  c.  3.  s.  5.,  usually  called  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
**  That  all  devises  and  bequests  of  any  lands  or  tenementSy(a) 
devisable  either  by  force  of  the  statute  of  Wills,  or  by  this 
statute,  or  by  force  of  the  custom  of  Kent,  or  the  custom  of  any 
borough,  or  any  other  particular  custom,  shall  be  in  writing,  and 

(a)  [In  reference  to  the  application  of  this  act  to  the  Bntish  Colonies  in  Amenca, 
see  Stat.  25  Geo.  2.  c.  6.  ss.  10,  II ;  and  to  lands  in  the  East  Indies,  see  1  Jtc  & 
Wal.  26.] 
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signed  by  the  party  so  devising  the  same,  or  by  some  other  per- 
son in  his  presence,  and  by  his  express  directions  ;  and  shall  be 
attested  and  subscribed  in  the  presence  of  the  said  devisor,  by 
three  or  four  credible  witnesses ;  or  else  they  shall  be  utterly 
▼oid»  and  of  none  effect" 

2.  In  consequence  of  this  statute,  the  following  circumstances  what  is  re- 
are  now  absolutely  necessary  to  the  validity  of  a  devise.     I.  That  ^^^te.^^**"'* 
it  be  written.     II.  That  it  be  signed  by  the  party  himself,  or  by 

some  other  in  his  presence,  and  by  his  express  directions.  III. 
That  it  be  attested  by  three  or  four  witnesses,  in  the  presence  of 
the  testator. 

3.  A  devise  of  lands  or  tenements  must  be  reduced  into  writ-  writing, 
ing  ia  the  lifetime  of  the  devisor ;  for  it  is  not  sufficient  that  it 

be  put  into  writing  after  his  death,  being  first  declared  by  words 
only,  for  then  it  is  but  a  nuncupative  will. 

4.  It  is  not  material  upon  what  matter  or  stuff,  whether  paper 
or  parchment;  or  in  what  language,  whether  English,  Latin, 
French,  &c.  or  in  what  kind  of  handwriting  or  character,  a  de- 
vise is  written,  so  that  it  be  fair  and  legible,  and  the  meaning 
be  sufficiently  apparent.  Neither  is  it  material  whether  it  be 
written  at  large,  or  by  notes  usual  or  unusual ;  or  whether  sums 
of  mooey  given  be  expressed  at  full  length,  or  in  figures,  provided 
it  be  free  from  all  doubt  and  ambiguity. 

5.  Thus  where  a  will,  in  which  legacies  charged  on  lands.  Masters  v.  Mas- 
were  written  in  figures,  was  scarcely  legible,  it  was  referred  to  425'. 

a  master  to  examine  and  see  what  those  legacies  were ;  and  he 
was  directed  to  call  to  his  assistance  persons  skilled  in  the  art  of 
writing. 

6.  A  will  may  be  written  at  several  times>  and  on  several  sheets  1  Show.  R.  66. 
of  paper,   unconnected  with  each  other ;  although  the  proper 

mode,  where  a  will  is  written  on  several  sheets  of  paper,  is,  to 
join  them  together  by  means  of  a  piece  of  tape  sealed. 

7.  The  next  circumstance  necessary  to  the  validity  of  a  devise  Signing, 
of  lands  is,  that  it  be  signed  by  the  devisor,  or  by  some  other 
person,  in  his  presence,  and  by  his  direction.     The  latter  part 

of  this  clause  was  inserted  for  the  benefit  of  those  persons  who, 
from  sickness  or  some  other  misfortune,  should  be  incapable  of 
writing  their  name,  or  making  their  marks.  And  where  a  will  is 
written  on  several  sheets  of  paper,  it  is  the  usual  practice  for 
the  testator  to  sign  each  page. 
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Gilb.  R.  261. 


LemajDe  o. 
Stanley, 
3  Lev.  1. 


Warneford  v. 
Warneford, 
2  Stra.  764. 


Smith  V.  Evans, 
1  WiU.  R.  313. 


2  Ves.  459. 
I  Ves.  Jno.  13. 
17  Id.  459. 


Right  V.  Price, 
1  Doug.  241. 


Titk  XXXVIII.  Devise.  Ch.  V.  s.  8—13. 

8.  The  framers  of  the  statute  of  frauds  chose  signing^ 
rather  than  sealing  and  delivery,  the  solemnities  required  in 
deeds ;  because  seals,  though  formerly  a  great  mark  of  distinction 
in  families,  were  much  disused  when  this  statute  was  made,  and 
people  sealed  with  any  seal ;  so  that  signing,  as  used  in  the 
Roman  law,  was  preferred. 

9.  If  the  testator's  name  be  written  by  himself  in  any  part 
of  a  will,  either  at  the  beginning  or  at  the  end,  it  will  be  con- 
sidered as  a  sufficient  signing  within  the  statute. 

10.  A  person  wrote  his  will  with  his  own  hand,  beginning  thus, 
''  I  John  Stanley  make  this  my  last  will  and  testament;"  and  put 
his  seal,  but  did  not  subscribe  his  name  to  it.  This  was  ad* 
judged  to  be  a  good  will ;  for  being  written  by  himself,  and  his 
name  in  the  will,  it  was  a  sufficient  signing  within  the  statute; 
which  did  not  appoint  where  the  will  should  be  signed,  at  the 
top,  bottom,  or  margin ;  and  therefore  a  signing  in  any  part 
was  sufficient.  And  three  of  the  judges  were  of  opinion  that 
the  putting  his  seal  had,  of  himself,  been  a  sufficient  signing 
within  the  statute  of  frauds ;  for  signum  was  no  more  than  a 
mark  that  it  was  his  will. 

11.  The  position  laid  down  in  the  preceding  case,  that  sealing 
a  will  is  a  sufficient  signing  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  is  very 
doubtful :  for  although  Sir  J.  Strange  reports,  that  in  13  Geo.  1 ., 
on  an  issue  directed  out  of  Chancery,  of  devisavit  vel  non,  the 
Chief  Justice  ruled,  that  sealing  a  will  was  a  signing  within  the 
statute  of  frauds  ;  yet  in  a  subsequent  case,  25  Geo.  2.,  it  was 
said  by  Lord  Ch.  B.  Parker,  Baron  Clive,  and  Baron  Sraythe 
{absente  Legge),  that  the  opinion  advanced  in  3  Lev.  1.,  that 
sealing  was  a  sufficient  signing,  was  a  strange  doctrine ;  for  if 
it  were  so,  it  would  be  very  easy  for  a  person  to  forge  any  man's 
will,  by  only  forging  the  names  of  any  three  obscure  persons,  as 
there  would  be  no  occasion  to  forge  the  testator's  name :  and  the 
Barons  said,  if  the  same  should  come  in  question  again,  they 
should  not  hold  that  sealing  a  will  only,  was  a  sufficient  signing 
within  the  statute. 

12.  The  want  of  signing  all  the  sheets  of  a  will  cannot  be 
supphed ;  so  that  if  the  devisor  should  intend  to  sign  the  re- 
maining sheets,  but  becomes  incapable  of  doing  it  by  sickness, 
such  an  execution  will  not  be  deemed  sufficient. 

13.  A  will  was  prepared  and  wrjUen  on  five  sheets  of  paper. 
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«nd  a  seal  affixed  to  the  last,  and  also  the  form  and  attestation  s«e  also  i  Mer. 

written  on  it.     The  will  was  then  read  over  to  the  testator  in 

the  presence  of  three  witnesses,  who  afterwards  subscribed,  and 

the  testator  set  his  mark  to  the  first  two  sheets  in  their  presence, 

and  attempted  to  set  it  to  the  third ;  but  being  unable,  from  the 

weakness  of  his  hand,  he  said,  **  I  cannot  do  it,  but  it  is  my 

will."     After  this  the  three  witnesses  went  away,  being  desired 

to  come  again.     The  testator  died  without  setting  his  mark  to 

the  last  three  sheets. 

Lord  Mansfield  said,  the  will  was  not  duly  executed ;  for 
when  the  testator  signed  the  first  two  sheets,  he  had  an  intention 
of  signing  the  other  sheets,  but  was  not  able ;  he  therefore  did 
not  mean  the  signature  of  the  first  two  sheets  as  a  signature  of 
the  whole  will :  there  never  was  a  signing  of  the  whole.  The 
Court,  to  be  sure,  would  lean  in  support  of  a  fair  will,  and  not 
defeat  it  for  a  slip  in  form,  where  the  meaning  of  the  statute  had 
been  complied  with  ;  but  here  there  was  no  room  for  presumption. 
Adjudged  that  the  will  was  not  duly  executed. 

14.  The  third  circumstance  required  by  the  statute  of  frauds  Attestation  by 
to  the  validity  of  a  devise  is,  that  it  should  be  attested  and 
subscribed,  in  the  presence  of  the  testator,  by  three  or  four  vrit- 
nesaes.  In  this  instance  the  statute  adopts  the  mode  prescribed 
by  the  civillaw,  in  lestameniis  solemnibus  not  ViS  Idiid  down  in  Gilb.R.261. 
Justinian's  Institutes,  but  as  reformed  by  the  code  in  the 
Novels  ;  and  the  evil  meant  to  be  remedied  by  the  makers  of  the 
statute  of  frauds  was,  the  secret  and  private  manner  in  which 
wills  were  formerly  executed. 

15.  Where  the  testator  owns  his  handwriting  before  the  wit- 
nesses, it  is  sufficient,  though  they  do  not  see  him  sign  his 
name. 

16.  Thus  in  proving  a  devise  of  lands  in  the  Court  of  Chan-  Stonehouie  «. 
eery,  the  evidence  was  full  that  the  three  witnesses  did  subscribe  3'p.Wms.254. 
their  names  in  the  presence  of  the  testatrix  ;  one  of  them  how- 
ever said  be  did  not  see  the  testatrix  sign,  but  that  she  owned,  at 

I  the  time  when   the  witnesses  subscribed,  that  the  name  signed 

to  the  will  was  her  own  handwriting ;  which  Sir  J.  Jekyll  held 
without  all  doubt,  to  be  sufficient. 

17.  On  a  bill  to  establish  a  will  against  an  heir  at  law,  he  by  Gn^son  v. 
his  answer  made  a  doubt,  whether,  as  all  the  witnesses  did  not  2  Ves.  454. 
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see  the  testator  sign,  this  was  a  good  attestation  within  the 
statute. 

Lord  Hardwicke. — **  This  has  been  vexata  questio  a  great  while; 
whether  to  make  a  will  effectual,  according  to  the  statute,  the 
signing  of  the  testator  thereto  should  be  in  the  presence  of  alitor 
indeed  of  any  of  the  witnesses ;  or  whether  the  testator's  ac- 
knowledging the  handwriting  to  that  will  to  be  his,  is  not  suf- 
ficient. It  is  insisted  that  the  word  attested,  superadded  to 
subscribe,  imports  they  shall  be  witnesses  to  the  very  act  and 
factum  of  signing :  and  that  the  testator's  acknowledging  that 
act  to  have  been  done  by  him,  and  that  it  is  his  handwriting,  is 
not  sufficient  to  enable  them  to  attest ;  that  is,  it  must  be  an 
attestation  of  the  thing  itself,  not  of  the  acknowledgment.  To 
be  sure  it  must  be  an  attestation  of  the  thing  in  some  sense : 
but  the  question  is,  if  they  attest  upon  the  acknowledgment  of 
the  testator  that  it  is  his  handwriting,  whether  that  is  not  an 
attestation  of  the  act ;  and  whether  it  is  not  to  be  construed  as 
agreeable  to  the  rules  of  law  and  evidence,  as  all  other  attesta- 
tion and  signing  might  be  proved.  At  the  time  of  making  the 
act  of  Parliament,  and  ever  since,  if  a  bond  or  deed  is^execated 
by  the  person  who  ugns  it,  afterwards  the  witnesses  are  called  in, 
and  before  those  witnesses  he  acknowledges  it  to  be  his  hand ; 
that  is  always  considered  to  be  a  signing  by  the  person  execnt- 
ing,  and  is  an  attestation  of  it  by  them.    The  case  of  Lemayne 

Ante,  8.  io«       V.  Stanley  is  an  express  authority,  and  must  have  been  by  an 

acknowledgment  of  the  testator's  hand  :  no  answer  can  be  given 
to  it,  but  a  presumption  that  the  testator  might  write  the  wiU 
in  the  presence  of  the  three  witnesses ;  but  this  is  not  a  natnral 
presumption ;  for  if  the  fact  were  so,  it  would  have  been  fband 
by  the  jury,  as  it  would  have  put  it  out  of  all  doubt.  Therefore, 
on  the  penning  of  the  act,  and  the  authorities,  my  opinion  is,  that 
this  will  is  well  executed  ;  but  being  a  question  of  law,  if  the 
heir  insists  on  having  it  tried,  I  will  direct  a  trial."  A  trial  was 
accordingly  directed. 

Ellis  V.  Smith,        18.  The  doctrine  here  laid  down  was  soon  after  fully  confirmed 

by  a  determination  of  Lord  Hardwicke,  assisted  by  Sir  Jokn 

Strange,  Lord  Ch.  J.  Willes,  and  Lord  Cb.  B.  Parker,  in  which 

it  was  unanimously  resolved,  that  the  declaration  of  a  testator, 

KeaBtdy>  *'     before  three  witnesses,  that  a  paper  was  his  will,  was  equivalent 
1  V.&bI  362. 
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to  signing  it  before  them,  and  constitated  a  good  will  within  the 
5th  section  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  (a) 

19.  It  has  been  determined  in  a  late  case,  that  an  attestation  Harrison  v. 
of  a  devise,  by  the  witnesses  setting  their  marks  to  the  will,  was  a  v^jun. 
good  within  the  statute  of  Frauds.  ^®^-  ^^-  ^^*- 

20.  It  has  also  been  determined,  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  the  Longchamp  v. 
validity  ci  the  execution  of  a  will  of  lands  by  a  blind  man,  that  pau!  n.  R. 
it  should  be  read  over  to  him  in  the  presence  of  the  attesting  ^^^' 
witnesses. 

21.  The  witnesses  ought  to  see  the  whole  will,  for  if  they  only  witnesses 
see  the  last  sheet,  on  which  they  subscribe  their  names,  it  is  ^ij^le  wiuT 
doubtful  whether  that  be  sufficient.    The  presumption  however 

is,  that  all  the  sheets  on  which  a  will  is  written  are  in  i\^ 
room  where  the  witnesses  attest,  unless  the  contrary  be 
proved. 

22.  Sir  T.  Chitty  made  his  will,  consisting  of  two  sheets  of  Bond  v. 
paper,  all  in  his  own  hand-writing,  and  signed  his  name  at  the  3  Bur.  i773. 
botlom  of  each  page.    The  sentences  and  words  were  so  con-  ^^'^^'  ^' 
nected  from  the  bottom  of  each  page  to  the  top  of  the  next,  and 
particalarly  from  the  fourth  side  of  the  first  sheet  to  the  first  side 

of  the  second  sheet,  that  they  were  imperfect  and  nonsensical 
if  read  apart,  but  clear  and  intelligible  when  read  together.  He 
also  made  a  codicil  in  like  manner  on  a  single  sheet.  The  tes- 
tator then  called  in  Francis  Harding,  showed  him  both  sheets  of 
the  will,  and  hia  signature  to  every  page,  told  him  that  was  his 
win,  and  also  showed  him  the  codicil,  and  desired  him  to  attest 
both,  which  he  did  on  the  last  sheet  of  the  will,  and  on  the 
codicil,  in  the  presence  of  the  testator,  and  then  left  the  room. 
John  Vaoghan  and  John  Leyland  came  in  immediatdy  after- 
wards ;  the  testator  showed  them  the  codicil,  and  the  last  sheet 
of  the  will,  and  sealed  them  in  their  presence ;  took  each  of 
them  up,  and  severally  delivered  them  as  his  act  and  deed. 
These  witnesses  then  attested  the  same  in  the  testator^s  presence, 
but-jji^ver  saw  the  first  sheet  of  the  will,  nor  was  it  produced  to 
tbm,  nor  was  the  same  or  any  other  paper  on  the  table.  After 
the  leslatqir^g  death  both  sheets  of  paper  were  found  in  his 
bureau,  not  pinned  together,  but  wrapped  up  together  with  the 

(•)  [See  also  White  v.  Trustees  of  the  British  Musuem,  6  Bing.  310.  Wright  v, 
Wfigfaty  7  Ibid.  467.     Johnson  v.  Johnson,  1  Crom.  &  Mees.  140.] 
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codicil  in  one  piece  of  paper.    The  question  was,  whether  the 
will  was  duly  attested,  according  to  the  statute  of  Frauds. 

The  case  was  several  times  argued  before  all  the  Judges  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber ;  and  Lord  Mansfield  acquainted  the  bar, 
that  there  had  been  a  conference  among  all  the  Judges,  except 
Mr.  Baron  Adams^  who  was  out  of  town,  upon  this  case^  which 
was  an  amicable  suit,  to  try  the  real  merits  of  the  question.     It 
occurred  to  the  Judges,  that  the  way  in  which  the  parties  had 
put  the  case  did  not  go  to  the  whole  merits,  because  if  the  first 
sheet  was  in  the  room  at  the  time  when  the  latter  sheet  was  exe- 
cuted and  attested,  there  would  remain  no  doubt  of  its  being  a 
good  will,  and  a  good  attestation  of  the  whole  will ;  but  if  the 
first  sheet  was  not  then  in  the  room,  a  doubt  might  arise  whe* 
ther  it  was,  or  was  not,  a  good  attestation,  as  to  the  real  estate. 
However,  no  opinion  was  given  or  formed  by  the  Judges  upon 
such  doubt  which  might  so  arise,  if  it  should  appear  that  in  fact 
the  first  sheet  was  not  then  in  the  room.    A  will  properly  at- 
tested might,  by  reference  to  another  instrument,  establish  parti- 
cular clauses,  so  ascertained  by  a  clear  reference,  as  strongly  as 
if  the  clauses  so  referred  to  had  been  repeated  in  the  will  verbatim  ; 
and  there  were  references  in  this  will  from  one  part  to  another. 
Every  presumption  ought  to  be  made  by  a  jury  in  favour  of  such 
a  will,  when  there  was  no  doubt  of  the  testator's  intention.     It 
was  not  necessary  that  the  witnesses  should  attest  in  the  presence 
of  each  other,  or  that  the  testator  should  declare  the  instrument 
he  executed  to  be  his  will ;  or  that  the  witnesses  should  attest 
every  page,  folio,  or  sheet ;  or  that  they  should  know  the  con- 
tents ;  or  that  each  folio,  page,  or  sheet  should  be  particularly 
shown  to  them.    This  had  been  settled :  but  the  fact  whether 
the  first  sheet  of  the  will  was  or  was  not  in  the  room,  at  the  time 
of  the  executing  and  attesting  the  latter,  might  be  material  to  be 
known;  if  it  was,  the  jury  ought  to  find  for  the  will  generally  ; 
and  they  ought  to  find  all  things  favourable  to  the  will.     If  it 
was  doubtful  whether  the  first  sheet  was  then  in  the  room  or  not, 
they  all  thought  the  circumstances  sufficient  to  presume  that  it 
was  in  the  room,  and  that  the  jury  ought  to  be  so  directed :  but 
upon  a  special  verdict  nothing  could  be  presumed;  therefore 
they  were  all  of  opinion  that  it  ought  to  be  tried  over  again ; 
and  if  the  jury  should  be  of  opinion  that  it  was  then  in  the  room, 
they  ought  to  find  for  the  will  generally ;  and  they  ought  to  pre- 
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sume,  from  the  circamstances  proved ,  that  the  will  was  in  the 
room. 

23.  The  statute  expressly  requires  that  the  witnesses  should  ^^^""^^^ 
attest  and  subscribe  the  will  in  the  presence  of  the  testator,  of  the  testator. 
lest  another   will   should  be  substituted  instead   of   the  real  «.  parkyns. 

one  6  Dow.  202. 

24.  Thus  where  a  person  subscribed  his  will  in  the  presence  Broderick  v. 
of  three  witnesses,  who,  for  the  ease  of  the  testator,  went  down  f  p^vvnM.239. 
intoanother  rooni,  and  subscribed  it  there,  it  was  held  to  be  void. 

25.  But  if  there  be  a  possibility  of  the  testator's  seeing 
the  witness  attest,  it  will  be  suiGcient,  unless  the  contrary  is 
proved. 

26.  A  testator  desired  the  witnesses  to  qo  into  another  room.  Shires  v. 

°  Glascock* 

seven  yards  distant,  to  attest  his  will,  in  which  there  was  a  2  Salk.  688. 
window  broken,  through  which  the  testator  might  see  them :  l^'  ^y™' 
and  it  was  held  that  this  will  was  well  attested,  according  to  the 
statute;  for  it  was  sufficient  that  the  testator  might  see  the 
witnesses,  and  not  necessary  that  he  should  actually  see  them ; 
for  in  that  case,  if  a  man  should  turn  his  back,  or  look  another 
way,  it  would  vitiate  the  will.  So  if  the  testator,  being  sick, 
should  be  in  bed  with  the  curtains  closed. 

27.  There  were  four  witnesses  to  a  will,  one  of  whom  was  Longford  v. 
gone  beyond  sea;  two  of  them  swore  that  they  saw  the  will  ip.Wms.740. 
executed  by  the  testatrix,  and  that  they  subscribed  the  same 

in  her  presence :  the  third  swore  that  he  subscribed  the  will  as  a 
witness  in  the  same  room,  and  at  the  request  of  the  testatrix. 

Lord  Cowper  doubted  as  to  the  proof  of  the  execution  of  the 
win ;  and  the  matter  coming  on  again  before  Lord  Macclesfield, 
he  observed,  L  That  the  proper  way  of  examining  a  witness  to 
prove  a  will  of  land  was,  that  the  witness  should  not  only  prove 
the  execution  of  the  will  by  the  testator,  and  his  own  subscribing 
ity  but  likewise  that  the  rest  of  the  witnesses  subscribed  their 
names  in  the  presence  of  the  testator ;  and  then  one  witness 
proves  the  foil  execution  of  the  will,  since  he  proves  that 
the  testator  executed  it,  and  also  that  the  three  witnesses  sub- 
•eribed  it  in  his  presence.  II.  He  held  that  the  bare  sub- 
scribing of  the  will  by  the  witnesses  in  the  same  room,  did  not 
necessarily  imply  it  to  be  in  tlie  testator's  presence,  for  it  might 
be  in  a  comer  of  the  room,  in  a  clandestine  fraudulent  way ;  and 
then  it  would  not  be  a  subscribing  by  the  witnesses  in  the 
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testator's  presenoe,  merely  because  in  the  same  room.  Bot  it 
being  sworn  by  the  witness  that  he  subscribed  the  will  at  the 
request  ef  the  testatrix^  and  in  the  same  room,  this  could  not  be 
fraudulent ;  and  therefore  the  will  was  well  executed. 

28«  A  married  woman  having  a  power  to  make  a  writing  in 
the  nature  of  a  will,  ordered  a  will  to  be  prepared,  and  went  to 
an  attorney's  office  to  execute  it ;  but  being  asthmatic,  and  the 
office  very  hot,  she  retired  to  her  carriage,  to  execute  the  will, 
the  witnesses  attending  her ;  who,  after  having  seen  her  execute 
it,  returned  into  the  office  to  attest  it,  aud  the  carriage  was  put 
back  to  the  window  of  the  office,  through  which  it  was  sworn 
by  a  person  who  was  in  the  carriage,  that  the  testatrix  might 
see  what  passed.  Immediately  after  the  attestation  the  wit- 
nesses took  the  will  to  her,  which  she  folded  up,  and  put  into 
her  pocket. 

It  was  decreed  that  the  will  was  well  attested. 

29.  Although  the  witnesses  to  a  will  must  subscribe  it  in  the 
presence  of  the  testator,  yet  the  statute  of  frauds  does  not  re- 
quire that  this  circumstance  should  be  taken  notice  of  in  the 
attestation ;  and  whether  inserted  or  not,  the  fact,  if  denied, 
must  be  left  to  the  juiy ;  for  neither  the  insertion  nor  omission  of 
this  circumstance  is  conclusive. 

30.  In  ejectment  by  an  heir  at  law,  the  question  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  was,  if  it  should  be  left  to  a  jury  to  de- 
termine, whether  the  witnesses  to  a  will,  being  all  dead,  set  their 
names  in  the  presence  of  the  testator ;  and  this  merely  upon 
circumstances,  without  any  positive  proof. 

The  Court  said,  this  was  a  matter  fit  to  be  left  to  a  jury.  The 
witnesses,  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  ought  to  set  their  names  as 
witnesses  in  the  presence  of  the  testatrix ;  but  it  was  not  re* 
quired  by  the  statute  that  this  should  be  taken  notice  of  in  the 
subscription  to  the  will ;  and  whether  inserted  or  not,  it  must  be 
proved ;  if  inserted  it  did  not  conclude,  but  it  might  be  pioved 
contra,  and  the  verdict  might  find  it  contra.  Then,  if  not  con- 
clusive when  inserted,  the  omission  did  not  conclude  it  was  not 
so ;  and  therefore  must  be  proved  by  the  best  proof  which  the 
nature  of  the  thing  would  admit  of.  In  case  the  witnesses  were 
dead,  there  could  not  probably  be  any  express  proof,  since,  at 
the  execution  of  wills,  few  were  present  but  the  devisor  smd  the 
witnesses.    Then,  as  in  other  cases,  the  proof  must  be  circum- 
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stantial ;  and  here  were  ciroumstancee.  I.  Three  witnesses  had 
set  their  names,  and  it  must  be  intended  that  they  did  it  regu- 
larly. II.  One  witness  was  an  attorney  of  good  character,  and 
might  be  preaamed  to  understand  what  ought  to  be  done, 
rather  than  the  contrary ;  and  there  might  be  circumstances  to 
induce  a  jury  to  believe  that  the  witnesses  set  their  hands  in  the 
presence  of  the  testatrix,  rather  than  the  contrary;  and  it  being 
a  matter  of  (act,  was  proper  to  be  left  to  them.  The  plaintiff 
was  nonsuited. 

31.  The  same  question  arose  in  a  subsequent  cas6,  on  a  trial  Croftv.Pawiet, 

2  Stra.  1109. 

at  bar  in  ejectment.  The  defendant  made  title  under  a  will, 
the  attestation  of  which  was  in  these  words,  "  Signed,  sealed, 
published,  and  declared  as  and  for  his  last  will  in  the  presence 
of  us,  A.  B.  and  C."  The  witnesses  were  all  dead,  and  their 
hands  proved  in  common  form.  It  was  objected  that  this  was 
not  an  execution,  according  to  the  statute  of  frauds ;  and  the 
handa  of  the  witnesses  could  only  stand  as  to  the  facts  they  had 
subscribed  to ;  and  signing  in  the  presence  of  the  testator  was 
not  one. 

The  Court,  on  the  authority  of  Hands  v.  James,  said,  it  was 
evidence  to  be  left  to  a  jury  of  a  compliance  with  all  the  circum* 
stances.    A  verdict  was  given  for  the  will. 

32.  By  the  Roman  law,  it  was  necessary  that  all  the  wit-  But  may  attest 
nesses  should  be  present  at  the  same  time ;  and  some  doubts  ^^mj^.^'^'^^ 
were  formerly  entertained  whether  the  same  circumstance  was 

not  required  by  the  statute  of  frauds ;  but  it  is  now  fully  settled, 
that  although  the  witnesses  attest  at  different  times,  yet  it  is 
sufficient. 

33.  A  will  of  lands  attested  by  three  witnesses,  who  at  ADoii.2Cha. 
several   times  subscribed  their  names,  at  the  request  of  the 
testator,  but  were  not  present  at  once  together,  was  decreed  to 

be  well  attested,  within  the  statute. 

34.  On  a  bill  of  review  to  reverse  a  decree  of  Lord  Netting-  Cook  «. 
ham,  for  sale  of  lands,  subjected  by  a  will  to  the  payment  of  in*cha.'i84.  ' 
debts.    The  will  was  written  in  the  testator's  own  hand,  and 
pablished  in  the  presence  of  three  several  witnesses,  at  three 

several  times,  and  they  all  attested  it  in  his  presence.  One  of  the 
objections  to  the  decree  was,  that  it  was  no  good  will  within  the 
statute  of  frauds,  because  not  attested  by  all  the  witnesses  at 
oae  time.     Lord  Keeper  Wright  held  a  publication  of  a  will 
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before  three  witnesses^  though  at  three  several  timesy  good  with- 
in the  statute. 

JoDes  V.  Lake,       35,  In  ejectment  a  special  verdict  was  found,  that  a  testator 

executed  his  will  in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses,  who  attested 
the  same  in  his  presence ;  that  four  years  after  the  testator  went 
over  his  name  with  a  pen  in  the  presence  of  a  third  witness,  who 
subscribed  his  name  in  his  presence,  and  at  his  request.  Mr. 
Henley  argued  for  the  heir  at  law,  that  the  statute  requiring 
three  witnesses  to  subscribe  in  the  testator^s  presence,  must  in- 
tend they,  should  be  all  present  together,  else  there  was  not  that 
degree  of  evidence  which  the  statute  required;  for  an  attestation 
of  three  witnesses,  at  different  times,  had  only  the  weight  of  one 
witness.  Witnesses  to  a  will  not  only  attest  the  due  exe- 
cution of  it,  but  likewise  the  capacity  of  the  testator  at  the  time 
of  execution.  A  man  might  be  sane  at  the  time  when  two  of 
the  witnesses  attest,  and  insane  when  the  third  attests.  It  could 
not  be  considered  as  a  will  till  the  third  witness  had  signed  it, 
for  that  completed  the  act. 

Mr.  Banks  argued,  on  behalf  of  the  devisee,  that  a  will  exe- 
cuted in  the  presence  of  three  witnesses,  though  they  attested  it 
at  different  times,  was  good,  within  the  statute  of  frauds ;  be- 
cause that  statute  did  not  require  that  all  the  witnesses  should 
be  present  at  the  same  time.  The  requisites  under  the  statute 
were,  that  the  testator  should  sign,  in  the  presence  of  three 
witnesses  at  least,  and  that  they  should  attest  in  his  presence. 
It  would  therefore  be  adding  new  requisites,  which  the  act  did 
not  mention,  and  in  fact  making  a  new  law. 

Lord  Ch.  J.  Lee. — **  This  case  depends  on  the  words  of  the 
statute;  the  requisites  in  the  statute  are,  that  the  three  wit- 
nesses should  attest  the  signing  of  the  testator;  but  it  does 
not  direct  that  the  three  witnesses  should  be  all  present  at  the 
same  time.    There  has  been  no  determination  as  to  this  point. 

Aote,  s.  34.       In  the  case  of  Cook  v.  Parsons,  the  testator*8  signing  was  held 

good,  though  it  was  not  before  three  witnesses  at  the  same  time ; 
and  the  Court  only  doubted  whether  the  testator's  barely  owning 
the  subscription  to  be  his,  before  one  of  the  witnesses,  was 
good ;  but  there  was  no  doubt  as  to  the  validity  of  the  will, 
from  the  execution  at  different  times.  Here  you  have  the  oaths 
of  three  attesting  witnesses ;  this  is  the  degree  of  evidence  re- 
quired by  the  statute ;  and  the  same  credit  is  given  to  three 
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persons,  at  three  different  times,  as  at  the  same  time.    We  can-  Westbeech  v. 

oot  carry  the  requisites  farther  than  the  statute  directs ;  the  j  ^^,  ^'3. 

act  is  silent  as  to  this  particular:  it  would  therefore  be  making  ^^* 

a  new  requisite.    The  signing  is  the  same  act  reiterated ;  the  Vide  1  Ves. 
testator  in  the  principal  case  went  over  his  name  again,  and 
declared  it  to  be  his  last  will."  Judgment  against  the  heir  at  law. 

36.  It  was  formerly  held  that  every  will  and  every  codicil  Wills  and 

.  codicils  need 

must  be  separately  attested  by  three  witnesses ;  for  the  attesta-  not  be  sepa- 
tion  of  two  witnesses  to  a  will,  and  of  a  third  witness  to  a  codicil,  "^  ^  ^^^    ' 
annexed  to  such  will,   was  held  insufficient;  nor  could   the 
attestation  of  a  codicil  operate  in  any  case  as  the  attestation  of 
a  will,  to  which  it  was  declared  to  be  annexed. 

37.  A  person  made  his  will  in  writing,  by  which  he  devised  ^  *•  ^*^^' 

"  .  .  Rep.  temp. 

lands,  and  sealed  and  published  it  in  the  presence  of  two  wit-  Holt,  742. 
nesses  only,  who  subscribed  it  in  his  presence.  A  year  after,  he 
caused  another  writing  to  be  prepared,  which  recited  that  he  had 
made  his  will,  and  confirmed  it  in  all  things ;  and  said,  *'  and 
my  will  is,  that  this  codicil  be  taken  to  be  of  force,  and  part  of 
ray  wilL'* 

It  was  found  that  the  codicil  was  attested  by  two  witnesses, 
one  of  whom  was  witness  to  the  will,  the  other  not ;  and  it  was 
farther  found,  that  the  codicil  was  distinct  from,  and  not  an- 
nexed to  the  will. 

Lord  Ch.  J.  Holt  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  that  this 
was  not  a  good  will  within  the  statute,  for  want  of  three  at- 
testing witnesses.  The  codicil  would  not  carry  the  land  without 
the  will,  nor  the  will  without  the  codicil.  And  the  three  wit- 
nesses within  the  statute  ought  to  be  witnesses  to  the  whole. 

38.  A  person  devised  freehold  lands  to  a  college,  by  a  will  Att.-Gen.  v. 
written  with  his  own  hand,  but  not  attested  by  any  witness.  The  Gilb.  R.  5. 
testator  afterwards  made  a  codicil,  attested  by  four  witnesses,  ^tq'  *°  ^**** 
wherein  he  recited  his  will. 

It  was  determined  that  the  attestation  of  the  codicil  could  not 
operate  so  as  to  render  the  will  valid  ;  for  the  codicil  might  be 
executed  in  another  place,  and  the  witnesses  might  not  either  see 
or  know  any  thing  of  the  will. 

39.  Tho  doctrine  laid  down  in  the  above  case,  appears  doubt- 
ful, for  in  Habergham  v.  Vincent,  which  will  be  stated  hereafter, 
Mr.  J.  Wilson,  whom  Lord  Loughborough  called  to  his  assist- 
ance, is  Imported  to  have  said — "  I  believe  it  is  true,  and  I  have  \^^'  ^"°* 
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feipnd  no  case  to  the  contrary,  that  if  a  testator  in  his  will  refers 
3Biir.R.n75.  expressly  to  any  paper  already  written,  and  has  so  described  it 

that  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  identity,  and  the  will  is  ex- 
ecuted in  the  presence  of  three  witnesses,  that  paper  makes  part 
of  the  will,  whether  executed  or  not ;  and  such  reference  is  the 
same  as  if  he  had  incorporated  it;  because  words  of  relation 
have  a  stronger  operation  than  any  other.  As  Lord  Coke  says, 
in  his  comment  on  Littleton,  where  Littleton  is  speaking  of  the 
word  heirs  being  necessary  to  raise  an  estate  of  inheritance. 
Lord  Coke  makes  this  exception ;  if  A.  enfeoff  B.  and  his  heirs, 
and  B.  enfeoffs  A.  in  as  full  and  ample  a  manner  as  A.  has  en- 
feoffed him,  that  will  give  the  inheritance,  without  the  word  heirs ; 
and  it  shall  have  effect  by  relation." 

40.  Where  a  codicil  is  written  on  the  same  sheet  of  paper 

with  a  will,  the  attestation  of  the  codicil  by  three  witnesses 

establishes  the  will,  though  such  will  be  not  duly  attested. 

De  Bathe  v.  41.  Sir  James  de  Bathe,  by  his  will,  attested  by  only  one  wit- 

le^es.  167.      ^^^9  appointed  Lord  Fingall  and  Mr.  Cruise  to  be  guardians  to 

his  children.  By  a  codicil  written  on  the  same  sheet  of  paper, 
the  testator  expressed  himself  in  the  following  manner : — *'  I  do 
hereby  make  and  declare  this  to  be  a  codicil  to  my  will  hereunto 
annexed,  in  which-  said  will  I  am  disposed  to  make  some  altera- 
tions." He  then  made  alterations  as  to  legacies,  and  concluded 
thus :  ''  and  in  all  other  respects  confirm  my  said  will  hereunto 
annexed.*'    The  codicil  was  attested  by  three  witnesses. 

Mr.  Alexander  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  guardians,  that 
this  appointment  was  clearly  sufficient.    The  effect  of  a  codicil, 
on  the  same  sheet  of  paper  with  the  will,  expressly  referring  to 
it,  as  annexed,  and  confirming  it  in  all  respects,  except  as  to  the 
alteration  of  some  legacies,  being  a  re-execution  and  re-publica- 
tion, as  it  would  be  in  the  case  of  a  devise  of  land,  there  being 
no  difference  in  this  respect  between  the  two  statutes. 
I  Ves.  &  Bea.       Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  R.  held  clearly  that  the  appointment  of 
Dm^^m     S^^^^^^^  good;  the  codicil,  attested  by  three  witnesses, 
1  Crom.  &         adopting  the  will,  and  amounting  to  a  re-execution  and  re-pub- 
lication ;  and  a  devise  of  land  by  the  will  would  have  been  made 
good  by  the  codicil. 

42.  If  a  will  be  made  at  several  times,  although  the  parts  be 
distinct,  and  separately  signed  by  the  testator ;  yet  if  it  appear 
from  circumstances  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  testator 
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that  both  iostruments  ahoold  eonstitute  but  one  will*  and  not  a 
will  and  a  codicil,  an  attestation  of  the  last  part  by  three  wit- 
nesaea  will  amount  to  an  attestation  of  the  whole. 

43.  J.  Griffin,  on  the  2d  of  May,  1762»  wrote  upon  a  sheet  of  Carieton  v. 
papefp  with  his  own  hand,  as  follows : — **  Know  all  men  by  i  Bur.'549. 
these  presents,  that  I  John  Griffin,  make  the  aftermentioned  my 
last  will  and  testamenf  He  then  proceeded  to  giTe  two  free- 
hold houses,  and  subscribed  it :  but  there  was  no  witness.  In 
January.  1754,  he  wrote  on  the  same  sheet  of  paper  the  following 
words:  ''Memorandum,  whereas  I  haye  laid  out,  See.  on  a 
lifter,  &c.,  and  the  bai^e  called  The  Lemon,  Sec.  all  shall  be  at 
my  wife's  disposal ;  and  this  not  to  disannul  any  of  the  former 
part  made  by  me,  the  2d  of  May,  1762,  except  that  my  wife 
shall  not  be  liable  to  pay  to  my  son  John,  8cc.  Witness  my 
hand,  John  Griffin." 

The  will  was  written  on  the  first  and  second  sides  of  a  sheet 
of  paper,  and  the  memorandum  was  begun  either  upon  the  end 
of  the  second,  or  the  beginning  of  the  third,  and  written  upon 
the  third  aide ;  and  all  the  second  writing  related  only  to  the 
personal  estate.  The  testator  subscribed  this  in  the  presence  of 
three  witnesses ;  then  he  took  the  said  sheet  of  paper  in  his  hand, 
and  declared  it  to  be  his  last  will  and  testament,  in  the  presence 
of  the  said  three  witnesses ;  and  then  delivered  it  to  them,  and 
desired  they  would  attest  and  subscribe  it  in  his  presence,  which 
they  accordingly  did. 

The  question  was,  whether  this  will  was  duly  attested  ac- 
cording to  the  statute  of  frauds. 

Lord  Mansfield  said,  the  case  was  accurately  put;  for  it  was 
not  stated  to  be  either  a  will  or  a  codicil,  but  a  sheet  of  paper 
written.  Sec.  At  first,  in  1762,  the  testator  did  not  know  that 
any  witnesses  were  necessary ;  in  1764  he  had  found  they  were 
necessary ;  then  he  made  a  subsequent  disposition,  which  was  a 
memorandum  to  be  added  to  it ;  but  he  did  not  call  it  a  codicil, 
nor  did  the  case  state  it  to  be  so.  He  plainly  considered  the 
whole  as  one  entire  disposition,  and  he  expressly  declared  in  the 
latter,  that  he  did  not  thereby  mean  to  disannul  any  part  of  the 
former  devise  or  dispositions.  There  is  not  a  tittle  in  the  latter 
that  relates  to  the  real  estate ;  therefore  the  only  intent  of  having 
the  three  witnesses  was,  and  must  be,  to  authenticate  the  for- 
mer.  Then  the  publication  of  it  was,  as  of  a  will ;  he  took  up  the 


witD( 
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sheet  of  paper  and  said,  it  is  my  will ;  and  certainly  he  did  not 
mean  a  part  only,  but  the  whole  of  it ;  and  he  desired  them  to 
attest  it:  all  this  must  relate  to  the  whole  that  was  written  on 
the  paper.    Adjudged  that  the  will  was  duly  attested. 
^Y^^^^y  ^  ^'  With  respect  to  the  persons  who  are  capable  of  being 

witnesses  to  a  devise,  the  statute  of  frauds  only  mentions  the 
word  credible ;  and  therefore  all  those  who  are  capable  of  being 
witnesses  in  any  other  matter,  may  also  be  witnesses  to  a  will. 
The  Judges  were,  however,  formerly  very  strict,  as  to  the  com- 
petency of  the  witnesses  to  a  devise ;  for  neither  a  devisee,  le- 
gatee, or  creditor,  was  allowed  to  be  a  competent  witness  to  a 
devise, 

46.  This  occasioned  the  statute  26  Geo.  2,  c.  6,  by  which  it  is 
enacted,  section  1.  '^  That  if  afiy  person  attest  the  execution  of 
any  will  or  codicil,  to  whom  any  beneficial  (a)  devise,  legacy, 
estate,  interest,  gift,  or  appointment,  except  charges  on  lands, 
tenements,  or  hereditaments,  for  payment  of  any  debt  or  debts, 
shall  be  thereby  given  or  made ;  such  devise,  legacy,  estate,  in- 
terest, or  appointment  shall,  so  far  only  as  concerns  such  person 
attesting  the  execution  of  such  will  or  codicil,  or  any  person 
claiming  under  him,  be  utterly  null  and  void ;  and  such  person 
shall  be  admitted  as  a  witness  to  the  execution  of  such  will  or 
codicil." 

Section  2.  **  In  case  by  any  will  or  codicil  any  lands,  tene- 
ments, or  hereditaments,  shall  be  charged  with  any  debt  or  debts; 
and  any  creditor,  whose  debt  is  so  charged,  shall  attest  the  ex- 
ecution of  such  will  or  codicil ;  every  such  creditor,  notwith- 
standing such  charge,  shall  be  admitted  as  a  witness  to  the 
execution  of  such  will  or  codicil,  within  the  intent  of  the  said 
act." 

Section  6.  '^  Provided  always,  that  the  credit  of  every  such 
witness  so  attesting  the  execution  of  any  will  or  codicil,  in  any 
of  the  cases  in  this  act  before  mentioned,  and  all  circumstances 
relating  thereto,  shall  be  subject  to  the  consideration  and  deter- 
mination of  the  court  and  the  jury,  before  whom  any  such  wit- 

(a)  [In  Phipps  v.  Pitcher.  6  Taunt  219.  it  was  determined,  that  an  executor  of  a 
teitator,  possessed  of  real  and  personal  estate  clothed  with  a  trust  to  pay  debts,  and  to 
lay  out  money  for  the  benefit  of  the  testator's  children,  and  with  a  power  to  sell  freehold 
lands  in  fee,  but  taking  no  beneficial  interest  under  the  will,  was  a  good  attesting- 
witness.] 
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oess  shall  be  examinedy  or  his  testimony  or  attestation  made  use 
of,  or  of  the  court  of  equity  in  which  the  testimony  or  attes* 
tation  of  any  such  witness  shall  be  made  use  of;  in  like  manner 
to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  the  credit  of  witnesses  in  all  other 
cases  ought  to  be  considered  and  determined."  {a) 

46.  Two  celebrated  cases  have  been  decided  respecting  the 
competence  and  credibility  of  witnesses  to  a  will.    The  first  is 

that  of  Wyndham  v.  Chetwynd,  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench :  \  2""*.^-  ^^*- 

J  *!.  J-      1  ^  T^  ,         T,.     ,  ^T  .       ,       4  Burn's  Ec.L. 

and  the  second  is  that  of  Doe  ex  aem.  Hmdson  v.  Kersey,  in  the  p.  97. 
Court  of  Common  Pleas.     But  as  they  relate  to  wills  made        ^®^* 
before  this  statute,  it  is  unnecessary  to  state  them. 

47.  A  legatee  may  be  a  witness  against  a  will,  because  h^  Oxendon  v, 
swears  against  nis  own  interest,  and  so  is  the  strongest  evidence.  Saik.691. 

48.  An  infamous  person  is  not  a  competent  witness  to  a  will ; 

and  therefore  it  was  held,  in  a  modern  case,  that  a  person  who  Pendock  ©. 
bad  been  convicted  of  stealing  sheep  was  not  a  competent  wit-  4  Bam's  £cc. 
ness  to  a  will ;  for  it  was  the  crime  that  created  the  infamy,  and        '  ^" 
took  away  a  person's  competency,  not  the  punishment. 

49.  An  estate  in  fee  on  the  determination  of  a  life  estate  was  Hatfield  v. 
devised  to  the  wife  of  A.  B.    A.  B.  was  one  of  the  three  wit-  6  Bar.' &  Aid. 
oesses  who  attested  the  will.    Testator  died  in  1779,  and  the  l^ow8?Ji|?'* 
wife  of  A.  B.  in  1813,  before  the  life  estate  was  determined.     A  ?  ?^*^'  \^|' 

4  Burn  8  £oc. 

case  was  sent  by  the  M.  R,  for  the  opinion  of  the  K.  B.,  and  Law,  97. 
they  certified  their  opinion  to  be  that  the  will  was  not  duly  ' 

executed,  so  as  to  pass  real  estate  to  A.  B.'s  wife. 

50.  A  devise  must  also  be  published;  that  is,  the  devisor  Pubiication. 
must  do  some  act  from  which  it  can  be  concluded  that  he  in- 
tended the  instrument  to  operate  as  a  will  or  devise.    And  Lord 
Uardwicke  has  mentioned  a  case  where,  upon  a  trial  at  bar  in  the  3  Atk.  I6i. 
court  of  K.  B.  the  question  was,  whether  the  testator  had  pub- 
lished his  will,  for  there  was  no  doubt  of  his  executing  it  in  the 

(a)  [After  some  conflict  of  opinion  and  authority  it  seems  now  settled,  that  the  above 
itttnle  does  not  apply  to  wills  merely  of  personal  estate.  In  Lees  v.  Summersgill, 
17  Vet.  508.  Sir  William  Grant,  M.  R.  held  (1817)  that  the  above  statute  did  extend 
to  all  wills,  and  that  a  legacy  given  by  a  will  merely  of  personal  estate  to  a  person 
who  WIS  a  lobacribiBg  witness  was  void ;  but  in  Brett  v.  Brett,  3  Add.  Ecc.  Rep.  210, 
snbieqoeDtiy  affirmed  (May  1827)  by  the  High  Court  of  Delegates,  1  Hagg.  Ecc.  Re. 
66.  n.  (a.)  it  was  decided  otherwise,  namely,  that  the  statute  did  not  apply  to  such 
wills.  The  latter  opinion  has  been  followed  by  Sir  John  Leach,  M.  R.  in  Emanuel  v. 
CoostaUe  (June  1827)  3  Russ.  436,  and  by  Sir  Launcelot  Shad  well,  in  Foster  v. 
Banbury,  3  Sim.  40.  (JS29.)] 
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pmsenee  of  three  witaeases,  or  of  their  having  attested  it  in  his 
preaenoe;  which  showed  that  pablication  was,   in  the  eye  of 
the  law,  an  essential  part  of  the  execution  of  the  will,  and  not  ml 
mere  matter  of  form. 
>eate«.  Ongly,      61.  The  words,  ^  signed  and  published  by  the  said  A.  B.  as 

1  Cam    TC  Ififi  o  i  *f 

'  and  for  his  last  will  and  testamenti"  are  a  sufficient  publication ; 
and  the  delivery  of  a  will,  as  a  deed,  has  been  also  held  to  be  a 
sufficient  publication. 
Trimmer  v.  62.  A  wiU  was  delivered  by  a  testator  as  bis  act  and  deed  ; 

JackaoB 

4Bur.£c.L.  and  the  words  sealed  and  delivered  were  put  above  the  place 
v.^s^ir^iCr!&  ^1^61'G  the  witnesses  were  to  subscribe.  It  was  adjudged  that 
Mee.i7i.m.   |]|ig  ^ng  |^  sufficient  publication. 

A  person  can-  ^'  '^  ^^  ^^^^"^  ^^^  ^^  several  eases,  which  will  be  stated 
not  empower      hereafter,  that  where  a  person,  by  a  will  duly  attested,  charged 

himself  to  Kive 

lands  by  a  wiU  his  lands  with  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies,  a  legacy 
tttted/  ^^'       afterwards  given  by  a  codicil,  not  duly  attested  according  to  the 

statute  of  frauds,  but  sufficient  to  pass  personal  estate,  would 
be  good.  From  which  it  was  concluded  that  a  person  might,  by 
means  of  a  will  duly  executed,  empower  himself  to  make  a 
future  disposition  of  lands,  by  another  instrument,  not  duly 
executed.  This  doctrine,  if  established,  would  have  been  at- 
Opin.  4d5.        tended  with  the  most  serious  consequences ;  for  as  Mr.  Feame 

observes — *^  If  a  man  might,  by  a  will  duly  attested,  devise  his 
lands  upon  such  trusts  as  be  should  appoint  by  any  other  instru- 
ment, it  would  in  effect  amount  to  a  repeal  of  the  statute  of 
frauds,  in  respect  to  the  solemnities  of  testamentary  dispositions 
of  lands.  A  man  would  have  nothing  to  do  but,  on  his  coming 
of  age,  to  make  one  general  repeal  of  that  statute,  in  regard  to 
himself,  by  devimng  his  whole  real  estate  to  some  noninal  pei^ 
sons,  and  their  heirs,  upon  such  trusts.  Sic.  as  the  testator  should 
afterwards  by  any  writing  appoint ;  and  he  might,  by  reference 
to  such  repealing  will,  at  any  time  make  a  testamentary  disposi- 
tion of  the  estates,  without  the  least  attention  to  the  ceremonies 
required  by  the  statute.  This  would  let  in  all  the  inconveniences 
of  frauds  wad  perjuries  intended  to  be  prevented  by  the  last- 
mentioned  statute,  in  regard  to  testamentary  dispositione  of 
land  ;  nay,  the  legal  absolution  might  possibly  be  extended  to 
the  statute  of  wills  as  well  as  that  of  frauds,  &c.,  and  by  con- 
sidering the  first  intermediate  will  a  sufficient  compliance,  as 
well  with  the  requisition  of  writing,  required  by  one  statute,  as 
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of  the  ceremonies  of  execution  by  the  other,  a  parol  appoint- 
ment  of  the  trusts  might  be  attempted,  under  a  power  worded 
for  that  purpose,  in  the  original  absolTing  will." 

This  opinion  has  been  established  as  good  law,  by  the  follow* 
ing  case. 

64.  Samuel  HUl,  by  a  will  duly  attested,  devised  his  freehold  ^|;^^^  *' 
estates  to  five  trustees,  and  the  surviyors  and  survivor  of  them,  5  Tenn.  R.  92 
their  and  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  use  of  his  grand-daughter 
for  life,  remainder  to  her  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  remaiiH 
der  to  her  daughters  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail  general,  re* 
mainder  unto  or  for  the  use  of  such  person  or  persons,  and  for 
such  estate  or  estates,  as  he»  by  any  deed  or  instrument  to  be 
executed  by  him,  and  attested  by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses, 
should  direct,  limit,  or  appoint.  The  devisor,  by  a  deed  poH 
dated  the  day  after,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  attested  by  two 
witnesses,  after  reciting  his  will,  in  pursuance  of  the  power 
thereby  reserved  to  him,  limited  and  appointed  bis  estates,  after 
the  death  of  his  grand-daughter,  and  failure  of  her  issue,  to  the 
first  and  other  sons  of  his  son,  &e.  A  question  was  referred 
by  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
whether  the  two  instruments,  taken  together,  were,  at  the  time 
of  the  death  of  the  devisor,  sufficient  to  pass  any  estate  or  inte- 
rest in  the  freehold  premises,  not  given  by  the  first  instrument. 

The  Court  of  King's  Bench  certified  their  opinion,  that  the 
two  instruments  taken  together  were  not  soffieient  to  pass  any 
estate  or  interest  in  the  freehold  prenises,  not  given  by  the  first 
instrument ;  on  the  ground,  that  the  second  instrument  was  a 
deed,  and  not  a  will. 

The  cause  coming  on  for  further  directions,' Lord  Loughbo-  2Ves.Jun. 
rough  called  to  his  assistance  Mr.  J.  Buller,  and  Mr.  J.  Wilson, 
and  they  were  all  of  opinion  that  the  second  instrument  was 
testamentary ;  but  not  being  attested  according  to  the  statute  vide  Rose  v. 
of  frauds,  could  have  no  operation  or  effect.  i^lfra^sfw™*' 

66.  The  statute  of  frauds  requires  that  all  devises  of  lands  wub  charging 
or  tenements  shall  be  executed  in  the  manner  above  stated ;  |hettotute!*^^*° 
and  it  has  been  determined  that  all  devises  by  which  terms  for 
years,  or  other  interests  arising  out  of  lands,  are  created,  or  by 
which  powers  to  sell  or  charge  lands  are  given,  are  within  the 
statute.    Therefore  where  an  estate  is  devised  for  a  term  of  2  Atk.  272. 
years,  or  a  sum  of  money  is  given  originally  out  of  land,  a  will       ^'' "' 
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containing  such  a  charge  must  be  executed  in  the  manner  pre« 
scribed  by  the  statute :  because  it  is  the  same  as  a  devise  of 
the  landy  since  the  term  of  years  is  an  interest  in  the  land,  and 
money  thus  given  can  only  be  raised  by  a  mortgage  or  sale  of 
the  land. 
But  not  codicil!  66.  There  is  one  exception  to  this  rule,  which  has  been  already 
giving  egacies.  mgjj^JQjjgj^  namely,  where  a  will  duly  executed  according  to  the 

Hyde  V.Hyde,   Statute  of  frauds  contains  a  general  charge  on  the  testator's 

^'      '  lands,  in  aid  of  his  personal  estate,  it  will  extend  to  legacies  given 

by  a  subsequent  will  or  codicil,  not  duly  attested,  (a) 

Bnidenellv.  67.  Richard  Boughton^by  a  will  executed  according  to  the 

MS.  Rep.'         Statute  of  frauds,  gave  his  sister  400/.  and  the  remainder  of  his 

estate,  after  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies,  to  his  brother. 
By  another  will,  not  duly  attested,  he  gave  to  the  same  sister 
100/.,  and  to  another  sister  400/.,  and  all  the  rest  of  his  estate, 
real  and  personal,  to  his  brother.  One  of  the  questions  in  this 
case  was,  whether  the  legacies  given  by  the  second  will,  could 
be  considered  as  charged  upon  the  land,  by  the  first  will;  the 
testator  having  subjected  his  real  estate  to  the  payment  of  bis 
debts  and  legacies. 

Lord  Hardwicke. — *'  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  lesser  legacies 
given  by  the  second  will,  are  chargeable  upon  the  lands  devised 
by  the  first.  Consider  them  first  as  new  original  legacies :  the 
second  will  is  a  complete  disposition  of  his  personal  estate ;  and 
if  a  man  charges  his  lands  by  his  will  with  ail  his  debts  and 
legacies,  and  afterwards  gives  other  legacies  by  a  codicil,  not 
properly  executed  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  the  new  legacies 
would  affect  the  land,  notwithstanding  the  insufficiency  of  the 
codicil  to  pass*lands;  because  this  is  considered  as  done  in 
execution  of  a  power  which. the  testator  had  reserved  to  himself, 
by  charging  his  lands  with  his  debts  and  legacies  in  general ; 
according  to  Masters  i;.  Masters,  1  P.  Wms.  421.  And  there  is 
no  more  inconvenience  in  this,  than  in  a  charge  upon  his  lands 

(a)  [Lord  £ldon,  in  the  case  of  Wilkinson  v.  Adam,  1  Ves.  &  B.  446,  observes,  in 
reference  to  a  charge  of  legacies  by  a  will  with  three  witnesses,  *'  though  it  is  settled 
that  legacies  given  by  an  unattested  paper,  will  be  included  in  that  charge,  that  has 
been  met  at  least  with  this  symptom  of  disapprobation,  that  it  is  remarked  as  a  solitary 
case ;  and  if  by  a  will  duly  attested  the  devisor  directs  an  estate  to  be  sold,  though  he 
could  have  exhausted  that  fund  by  legacies,  be  could  not  by  a  will  unattested,  give 
away  any  part  of  it."  See  also  Hooper  v.  Goodwin,  18  Ves.  156.  Upon  the  subject 
of  legacies  charged  upon  real  estate,  see  1  Roper's  Legacies,  c.  12.  ed.  1828.] 
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of  all  his  debts ;  where  debts  contracted  at  any  time  after^  during 
his  Ufe,  would  certainly  affect  all  his  lands.  So  if  a  man  makes 
two  wills,  one  of  his  real^  the  other  of  his  personal  estate,  legacies 
given  by  the  second  will,  though  executed  only  so  as  to  pass  the 
penonal  estate^  would  still  affect  the  land,  if  there  was  a  general 
charge  of  his  debts  and  legacies  upon  the  land,  by  the  first. 
But  in  our  case  the  second  legacies  are  not  new  legacies,  they 
are  but  a  modification  of  the  former ;  and  had  they  been  given 
ia  the  same  manner. as  the  first,  there  could  not  have  been  a 
doubt  of  this  matter.  The  difficulty  arises  only  from  the  dif- 
ference of  interests  given  by  the  one  will,  and  the  other ;  but 
still  it  is  only  an  alteration  of  the  intent  of  the  testator  as  to  the 
^umium,  and  a  modification  of  the  former ;  they  remain  part  of  Vide  5  Twm. 
the  former,  and  the  revocation  but  pro  tanto.*' 

68.  This  doctrine  is  founded  on  the  principle,  that  a  charge  of  !!U™®'*  ^P* 
debts  or  legacies  amounts  to  no  more  than  making  the  real  estate  8  Ves.  495. 
auxiliary  to  the  personal ;  or  in  other  words  directing  it  to  be 
converted  into,  and  appUed  as  part  of  the  testator's  personal 
estate,  and  in  aid  thereof.    And  Mr.  J.  BuUer,  in  the  case  of  2  Ves.  Jun. 
Habergham  v.  Vincent,  cited  the  case  of  the  Duke  of  Bolton  v.  prujean, 
Williams,  in  which  a  term  for  years  was  created  by  a  will  duly  ^  Ves.  560. 
attested,  for  payment  of  all  such  legacies  as  the  testator  should 
mention  in  a  codicil.     He  afterwards  made  a  codicil  unattested^ 
giving  legacies  and  annuities;  the  annuities  were  held  to  be 
legacies.     And  Lord  Loughborough  observed,  that  all  the  cases 
of  this  kind  were  not  cases  of  a  primary  substantive  and  inde- 
pendent charge  upon  the  reid  estate,  but  a  charge  upon  it  in  aid 
of  the  personal,  which  was  primarily  charged ;  and  that  the  sta- 
tute of  Frauds  did  not  prevent  a  man  from  creating,  by  will,  a 
flactuatiog  charge  upon  real,  in  aid  of  personal. 

59.  But  if  a  person,  by  a  will  duly  attested,  charges  bis  real 
estate  with  such  legacies  and  annuities  as  he  shall  afterwards 
gi?e  and  charge  upon  that  estate,  whether  attested  or  not,  a 
charge  by  an  unattested  codicil  will  not  be  good. 

60.  A  person  by  his  will  duly  executed,  devised  to  trustees,  S^^^V 
their  heirs,  executors,  &c.  a  plantation  in  the  island  of  Grenada,  12  ves.  29. 
upon  trust,  by  and  out  of  the  produce  thereof,  to  pay  off  debts 

and  incumbrances ;  and  also  to  pay  off  and  discharge  all  such 
annoities,  legacies,  or  bequests,  as  he  should  give  by  his  will,  or 
bj  any  codicil  or  codicils  thereto,  or  by  any  writing  or  writings 

VOL.  VI.  F 
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at  any  time  or  times  after  signed  by  bim,  or  in  his  own  band* 
writing,  wbetber  witnessed  or  not 

The  testator  by  an  unattested  codicil  gave  an  additional  an- 
nuity of  100/.  to  bis  wife,  out  of  his  Grenada  estate ;  and  the 
question  was,  whether  this  codicil  was  sufficient  to  cba^  the 
Grenada  estate. 

Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  R. — ^  The  ground  upon  which  it  is  con- 
tended that  this  additional  annuity  of  lOOi.  might  be  good  as  a 
charge  upon  the  Grenada  estate  is,  that  the  estate  being  once 
charged  with  all  legacies  and  annuities,  the  testator  may  afterwards 
give  either  legacies  or  annuities  by  an  unattested  codicil.    That 
the  rule  is  so  settled  in  many  cases ;  and  if  this  were  that  case, 
unquestionably  it  is  too  well  established  to  be  now  disturbed  ; 
though  it  may  be  doubted  whether  it  is  perfectly  consistent  with 
the  statute  of  Frauds ;  for  in  effect  the  testator  does  dispose  of 
his  land  by  an  unattested  codicil,  when  he  is  at  liberty  to  bur- 
den it  with  legacies  so  giyen.    However,  in  this  case,  the  tes- 
tator does  not  charge  the  Grenada  estate  with  legacies  or  an- 
nuities generally,  but  with  such  only  as  he  shall  afterwards  give 
and  charge  upon  that  estate ;  so  that,  as  legacy  or  annuity,  it  is 
not  at  all  chargeable  upon  the  estate ;  but  it  is  as  he  has  thought 
fit,  by  an  unattested  codicil,  to  declare,  that  it  shall  be  a  charge 
upon  the  estate.    The  reason  that  debts  and  legacies  may  be  a 
burden  upon  the  estate,  is,  that  they  constitute  a  fluctuating 
charge.    It  is  impossible  previously  to  ascertain  what  debts  a 
man  may  owe  at  the  time  of  his  death ;  and  it  is  difficult  to  as- 
certain when  he  is  making  his  formal  and  regular  will,  what 
legacies  he  may  think  fit,  or  his  fortune  shall  enable  him  to  give. 
The  Court  has  therefore  said,  that  when  he  has  by  a  will  duly 
executed,  charged  debts  and  legacies,  it  is  only  necessary  to 
6how  that  there  is  a  debt,  or  that  there  is  a  l^acy,  in  order  to 
constitute  a  charge  ;  for  the  moment  that  character  is  shown  to 
belong  to  the  demand,  you  show  that  it  is  already  charged  upon 
the  estate.    Then  an  unattested  instrument  is  itself  perfectly 
competent  to  give  a  legacy ;  and  when  given,  you  predicate  of 
it,  that  it  is  a  legacy  ;  and  then  the  charge  immediately  attaches, 
by  virtue  of  the  executed  will.     But  here,  the  testator  says,  he 
does  not  now  determine  that  all  annuities,  and  all  l^acies  he 
shall  hereafter  give,  shall  be  charges ;  but  only  that  if  at  some 
future  period  he  shall  think  proper  to  declare  legacies  and  an- 
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naities  to  be  charges  upon  this  real  estate,  then  the  trustees 
shall  pay  them  out  of  the  real  estate.    Therefore  not  only  the 
legacy  is  to  be  found,  but  also  the  will  of  the  testator,  to  make 
it  a  charge  upon  this  estate ;  without  which  it  is  not  a  charge. 
That  is  only  an  attempt  to  reserve,  by  a  will  duly  executed,  a 
power  to  charge  by  a  will  not  duly  executed.     It  is  the  case  of 
Habergham  v.  Vincent.     It  might  as  well  have  been  contended  Ante»  s.  54. 
in  that  instance  that  there  was  an  adoption  into  the  will  of  that 
future  instrument.     But  the  opinion  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  and 
the  Judges  was,  that  it  was  not  competent  to  a  man  to  give 
himself  such  a  power ;  viz.  a  power  to  dispose  of  land  by  an  un- 
attested  instrument.     That  is  the  reservation  this  testator  at- 
tempts  to  make;   for  unless  he  thinks   tit,   when  he  makes  Bonner  v. 
his  codicil,  to  declare  his  intention   that   his  land  shall  be  i3Ves.'379. 
charged  with  the  legacy  or  annuity,  it  shall  not  be  charged.  G^^jn' 
Then  it  is  through  the  medium  of  an  unattested  instrument  that  18  lb.  156. 
it  is  to  be  a  charge  upon  land  ;  and  that  cannot  be  within  that 
case." 

61.  Although  a  trust  estate  is  now  what  a  use  was  before  the  Devi^  of  trust 
statute  27  Hen.  8.,  yet  it  is  settled  that  it  can  only  be  devised  by  within  the  su- 
a  will  executed  according  to  the  statute  of  Frauds.  ^^^' 

62.  Lands  were  conveyed  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to  the  Wagstaflr<>. 
use  of  them  and  their  heirs,  in  trust,  after  raising  certain  sums  2P.^Wm*s.258. 
of  money,  to  convey  the  premises  to  J.  S.  and  his  heirs.    J.  S.  3  Atk.  i5i. 
by  a  will,  attested  by  two  witnesses  only,  devised  his  trust  estate 

to  J.  N. 

Lord  Macclesfield  said,  there  could  be  no  question  but  that  a 
trust  of  an  inheritance  could  not  be  devised,  otherwise  than  by  a 
will  duly  attested  by  three  witnesses,  in  the  same  manner  as  a 
legal  estate;  for  if  the  law  were  otherwise,  it  would  introduce 
the  same  inconveniences  as  to  frauds  and  perjuries,  as  were  occa- 
sioned before  the  statute  by  a  devise  of  a  legal  estate. 

63.  An  estate  in  mortgage,  though  only  held  as  a  pledge  for  And  also  of 
securing  the  repayment  of  money  borrowed,  can  only  be  devised  ^uVtwKcJre- 
by  a  will  executed  according  to  the  statute  of  Frauds.    The  dempiion.      » 
same  rule  applies  to  an  equity  of  redemption,  which  is  considered 

as  real  property,  and  similar  to  a  trust  estate. 

64.  Some  modern  writers  have  asserted  that  where  a  mort-  Idem, 
gagee  disposes  of  money  due  to  him  on  a  mortgage,  by  an  un- 
attested will,  the  legal  estate  in  the  lands  comprised  in  the  mort- 

f2 
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gage,  will  pass.     I  can  find  no  authority  for  this  position ;  and 
I  apprehend  that  nothing  more  than  the  money  would  pass,  with 
a  right  in  equity  to  call  on  the  heir  of  the  mortgagee  for  a  con- 
veyance of  the  land. 
But  not  wills  of      66.  It  has  been  stated  that  the  statute  of  Wills  does  not  ex- 

copynolds. 

tend  to  copyhold  estates ;  but  that  the  power  of  devising  them 
was  indirectly  exercised  by  means  of  a  surrender  to  the  use  of  a 
will ;  and  it  was  determined  that  in  those  cases  a  will  made  in 
pursuance  of  such  a  surrender  need  not  be  executed  according 
to  the  statute  of  Frauds,  because  the  copyhold  passes  by  the 
surrender,  not  by  the  will ;  which  is  only  a  declaration  of  the 
uses  of  the  surrender.  * 

Ante,  8.  62.  66.  Thus  in  the  case  of  WagstafF  v.  WagstafF,  Lord  Maccles- 

field said,  ''  That  as  to  the  case  which  had  been  put  of  a  copy- 
hold surrendered  to  the  use  of  a  will,  and  afterwards  devised  by 
a  will  attested  by  one  or  two  witnesses,  this  had  been  adjudged 
to  be  good  ;  and  his  opinion  was,  never  to  shake  any  settled  reso- 
lutions  touching  property  J  or  the  title  of  land:  it  being  for  the 
common  good  that  these  should  be  certain  and  known,  how- 
ever ill-grounded  the  first  resolution  might  be.  But  if  that 
had  not  been  settled,  it  might  be  more  reasonable  to  say;  when 
I  have  surrendered  my  copyhold  to  the  use  of  my  will,  a  will  of 
this  copyhold  shall  be  so  executed,  and  in  such  manner,  as  by 
the  act  of  parliament  a  will  of  lands  ought  to  be  executed  :  but 
2  Ves  jun.       this  case  having  been  ruled  otherwise,  he  would  not  shake  it; 

however,  he  was  not  for  carrying  it  one  jot  further." 
Carey  i;.  Askew,       67.  In  a  modcm  casc,  there  was  a  will  duly  executed  to  pass 
2Bro.c.c.58.  jands ;  and  a  paper  of  instructions  for  a  new  will,  which  the 

testator  did  not  live  to  execute ;  but  which  had  been  proved  in 

the  Ecclesiastical  Court  as    a  testament.      And  one    of  the 

questions  was,  whether  copyholds  surrendered  to  the  use  of  the 

will,  would  pass  by  the  unattested  paper.    The  Master  of  the 

See  1  Jac  &      Rolls  (Sir  L.  Kenyon)  said  it  had  been  held,  that  a  will  received 

Per^Ld^'EWon.  ''^y  ^^^  Ecclesiastical  Court,  would  govern  the  Surrender  of  a 

Doev.Danven   copyhold.   It  would  be  removing  landmarks  to  entertain  a  doubt 

7  East,  299.      upon  the  subject.     He  was  clear,  therefore,  that  the  will  passed 

the  copyhold. 
2P.Wins.26i.      ^^-  ^'*  Peere  Williams  states  it  to  have  been  laid  down  by 

Sir  Joseph  Jekyll,  that  if  a  copyholder  be  entitled  only  to  the 
trust,  or  equity  of  redemption  of  a  copyhold,  and  devises  such 
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trust  or  equity  of  redemption,  there  must  be  three  witnesses  to 
the  will ;  for  here  can  be  no  precedent  surrender  to  the  use  of 
the  willy  to  pass  this  trust;  and  the  trust  and  equity  of  redemp- 
tion of  all  lands  of  inheritance  are  within  the  statute  of  Frauds  ; 
otherwise  great  inconveniences  would  arise  therefrom.  But  in  a 
subsequent  case.  Lord  Hardwicke  was  of  opinion,  that  the  trust  TufTueii  i*. 
of  a  copyhold  would  pass  by  a  will  not  attested  according  to  2  AUc.  37. 
the  statute  of  Frauds ;  as  a  copyhold  surrendered  to  the  use  of  a 
will  would  do ;  for  that  equity  ought  to  follow  the  law,  and  make 
it  at  least  as  easy  to  convey  a  trust,  as  a  legal  estate. 

69.  If  the  surrender  of  a  copyhold  to  the  uses  of  a  will,  re-  Godwin  v. 
quires  that  the  will  should  be  attested  by  three  witnesses,  a  devise  Amb.  684. 
of  such  copyhold  must  be  so  attested ;  otherwise,  it  will  be  void.  ^J^  ^^'  ^^^ 

70.  A  devise  of  customary  freeholds,  (a)  where  there  is  no  Hassey  v. 
custom  to  surrender  them  to  the  use  of  a  will,  must  be  executed  ^J^b''299 
according  to  the  statute  of  Frauds  ;  and  a  trust  estate  in  them 

must  be  devised  in  the  same  manner. 

71.  Where  a  copyhold  estate  is  disposed  of  by  will,  without  a 
surrender  to  the  use  of  the  will,  as  may  now  be  done  under  the 

statute  55  Geo  3,  c.  192,  it  seems  doubtful  whether  such  will  Ante,  c.4.  s. 
most  be  attested  according  to  the  statute  of  Frauds,  or  not.  (ft) 

72.  As  terms  for  years  already  created  were  disposable  by  Or  of  terms  for 
testament  before  the  statutes  of  Wills,  they  are  not  comprehended  ^^^* 

(a)  [Id  the  recent  case  of  Wilson  v.  Dent,  3  Sim.  385,  the  reader  will  find  an  in- 
stance of  soch  customary  freeholds,  but  the  point  in  that  case  did  not  turn  upon  the  due 
execution  of  the  will  according  to  the  statute  of  frauds.] 

(6)  [There  seems  little  reason  for  this  doubt.  Before  the  statute  Sb  Geo.  3,  c.  192, 
copyholds  were  held  not  to  be  within  the  statute  of  frauds ;  and  the  former  statute  had 
DO  other  effect  upon  the  law  of  copyhold,  than  to  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  a  mere 
formal  surrender  to  the  use  of  a  will.  It  would,  therefore,  appear  obvious,  that,  since 
an  unaUested  will  before  the  statute  55  Geo  3,  was  suHicient  to  pass  copyholds,  they 
having  been  surrendered,  so  now  they  will,  in  like  manner,  pass  without  the  surrender; 
that  formality  having  been  dispensed  with  by  the  latter  statute.  But  the  point  is  now 
settled.  See  Doe  v.  Ludlam,  7  Bing.  275,  and  Doe  v.  Bartle,  5  B.  &  Aid.  501,  &c. 
In  the  recent  case  of  Doe  v.  Hickman,  4  Bar.  &  Adol.  56,  copyholds  were  surrendered 
to  the  use  of  A.  for  life,  and  after  his  decease,  to  such  uses,  &c.  as  he  should,  by  will  to 
be  attested  by  three  witnesses,  appoint,  and  in  defoult  of  tueh  appointment,  to  the  use 
of  the  heirs  and  aasigns  of  A.  By  will  attested  only  by  ttDo  witnesses,  A.  devised  the 
copyholds,  and  died  without  making  any  other  surrender  to  the  use  of  his  will.  The 
Court  of  B.  R.  held  that*  although  the  will  attested  by  two  witnesses  was  not  a  good 
execution  of  the  potoer,  yet,  that  it  operated  as  a  good  devise  of  the  reversion  in  fee 
vested  in  the  testator,  in  default  of  appointment ;  and  that  the  want  of  the  surrender  to 
the  use  of  such  will  was  cured  by  the  55  Geo.  3,  c.  192.] 
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within  the  statute  of  Frauds,  and  may  therefore  be  disposed  of  by 
any  kind  of  will  or  testamentary  disposition ;  but  it  has  been 
already  observed,  that  a  term  for  years  in  lands  cannot  be 
created  by  a  will  which  is  not  executed  according  to  the  statute 
of  Frauds. 

73.  All  wills  relating  to  terms  for  years  must  be  proved  in  the 
ecclesiastical  courts  having  jurisdiction  over  the  place  where  the 
lands  lie ;  for  otherwise  they  will  have  no  effect  as  to  the  teims. 
Kxcept  terms         74.  If  however,  a  term  of  years  becomes  attendant  on  the 

attendant  on..  ...  i.i-i' 

the  inheritance,  inheritance,  it  IS  then  considered  as  part  of  the  mheritance,  not 
S.V9.  ^  chattel  real,  and  can  only  be  disposed  of  by  such  a  will  as 

would  pass  the  inheritance. 
Whitchurch  V.        75.  Thus,  where  Edward  Whitchurch,  having  purchased  a 
2P.  Wm.236.  ^^^  1°  ^'^  name  of  a  trustee,  and  the  inheritance  in  his  own 

name,  by  a  will  not  executed  according  to  the  statute  of  Frauds, 
devised  the  premises  to  the  son  of  a  younger  brother ;  the  heir 
at  law  of  the  testator  brought  her  bill  in  chancery,  in  order  to 
compel  the  executor  and  devisee  to  assign  over  the  term  to  her. 
It  was  objected  for  the  defendants,  that  the  executor  had  as- 
sented to  the  devise ;  and  that  the  will,  though  not  attested  by 
three  witnesses,  was  good  at  law  to  pass  the  term.  But  decreed, 
that  as  this  was  a  term  which  would  have  attended  the  inheritance, 
and  in  equity  have  gone  to  the  heir,  and  not  to  the  execntor,  in 
which  respect  it  was  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the  inheritance, 
so  the  will,  which  was  not  attested  by  three  witnesses,  as  the 
law  required  it  to  be  when  land  was  to  pass,  should  not  carry 
this  term.    Though  it  was  true,  such  a  will  as  in  the  present 

2  Atk.  72.         case  would  be  sufficient  to  pass  a  term  in  gross,  yet  should  it 

not  pass  the  trust  of  a  term  attendant  on  the  inheritance,  nor 

consequently  the  term  itself. 
Wills  made  a-        76.  A  will  made  in  a  foreign  country,  of  lands  situate  in 
^"*J^'*'*^*°*^®  England,  must  be  executed  in  the  same  manner,  and  attested 

itatate.  coppm         c?         '  * 

V.  Coppin,         by  the  same  number  of  witnesses  as  a  devise  of  lands  made  in 

2P.#mi.293.   ^.^. 

£<ngiand. 
A  deriae  of  ''^'  '^  ^^  hetn  a  common  practice  for  a  long  time,  where  a 

^"*^"!*y  ^  title  depends  upon  a  will,  to  prove  the  execution  of  it  per  testes  in 
Chancery.  chanccry.  But  Lord  King  has  said  that  this  is  not  absolutely 
Wilson!'         necessary,  to  make  out  the  title,  any  more  than  it  would  be  to 

3  p.  Wmf .  192.  proye  th^  execution  of  a  deed  in  equity,  by  which  the  estate  was 

settled  from  the  heir  at  law,  after  the  ancestor's  death.   The  will 
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prevents  and  breaks  the  descent  to  the  heir,  as  much  as  a  deed ; 
and  the  hands  of  the  witnesses  to  the  will  may  be  as  well  proved 
as  those  to  a  deed.  Now,  as  it  would  be  no  objection  to  a  title, 
if  a  modem  deed,  on  which  the  title  depended,  was  not  proved 
in  equity ;  why  should  it  be  so  in  the  case  of  a  will,  where  the  Sag.  v.  &  P. 

369.  Ed.  9. 

same  appears  to  be  duly  attested  by  three  witnesses,  whose  Feame's  Opin. 
names  are  mentioned  to  have  been  subscribed  in  the  presence  of 
the  testator  ? 
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CHAP.  VI. 


Revocation  of  Devises. 


Sect.  t.  AU  Devises  revocahU. 
2.  Express  Revocaiions. 
4.  I.  A  subsequent  Will  revok- 

tif  or  imeonsuteui  with  a 

forvuT  one. 
8.  Otherwise   both    Wills  are 

good, 

15.  Two  inconsistent  Wills  of  the 

same  Date  are  both  void, 

16.  A  second  unattested  Will  re- 

vokes Legacies. 

18.  II.  A  CodicU. 

19.  III.  A  written  Declaration. 

25.  Unless  it  mereUf  expresses 

iniention  to  revoke  bff  Jk- 
ture  act, 

26.  Or  the  RevocaOan  proceeds 

on  ndetake. 

27.  Or  Deception. 
29.  IV.  Cancelling. 

S2.  By  the  Testator^  or  by  his 

Direction, 
S4.  An  iniention  to  cancel  is  n/- 

Jlcient. 
S8.  iiii  ObHteraHon  of  Part  does 
not  revoke  the  Whole. 

45.  Canedling  (me  Part  revokes 

the  other, 
44.  ImpUed  Revocaiions. 

46.  Marriage,  and  Birth  qf  a 
Child. 


Sbct.  67. 

68. 
69. 
62. 
69. 
71. 

76. 

78. 
86. 

88. 
89. 

92. 

94. 

100. 

lOS. 
106. 

108. 


A  Woman's  WiU  revoked  by 

Marriage. 

Alteration  i^the  Estate. 

Alienation  to  a  Stranger. 

Contract  for  8aU, 

An  intended  AUenaikm, 

AHenaiion  to  the  Use  qf  the 

Teetaior. 
Alienation  to  etrengthen  the 

Devise. 
Fine  and  Recovery. 
Any  Conveyance  inconsietent 

with  the  Devise, 
Exchange. 
Parol  Evidence  not  admia- 

sibU. 
A    Fraudaleni   Conveyamce 

not  a  Revocation. 
Nor  an   AUeratisn  qf  ike 

Qwaiity  of  the  EetaU. 
Nor     the     Change    eg    a 

TrjuUt. 
Nor  a  Partition. 
Unless  it  extends  to  oilier 


110. 
117. 
119. 


Jievoca<fOfi  ^Devise  of  Umds 
contracted  for,  by  subse- 
quent Conveyance  to  Uses 
to  prevent  Dower. 

Partial  RevocaOena, 

Bankmptey. 

Revocaiions  of  Leaseholds. 


Section  I. 


All  devises  re- 
vocable. 


Although  a  devise  of  lands  differs  in  many  respects  from  a 
testament  or  will  of  personal  estate ;  yet  there  are  some  circum- 
stances common  to  both^  one  of  which  is^.that  a  devise  is  revoc- 
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able  at  any  time  daring  the  life  of  the  devisor ;  bo  that  although 

a  person  should  declare  his  will  to  be  irrevocable,  in  the  strongest  # 

terms,  yet  he  may  revoke  it ;  because  his  own  acts  or  words 

cannot  alter  the  disposition  of  the  law,  so  as  to  make  that  irre-  Bacon's  Max. 

.  19. 

vocable  which,  in  its  own  nature,  is  revocable.  8  Rep.  82.  a. 

2.  Devises  of  lands  made  under  the  particular  customs  of  bo-  Express  levo- 
roughs,  or  by  virtue  of  the  statutes  of  Wills,  might  have  been 

revoked  by  words  only,  without  writing ;  the  statutes  of  Wills 
giving  power  to  any  person  seised  in  fee  of  lands,  to  devise  them 
by  writing ;  but  being  silent  as  to  revocations.  This  was  re- 
medied by  the  sixth  section  of  the  statute  of  Frauds,  by  which  it  29  Car.  %  c.  3. 
was  enacted — ''  That  no  devise  in  writing  of  any  lands,  tene- 
ments, or  hereditaments,  or  any  clause  thereof,  shall  be  revoc- 
able, otherwise  than  by  some  other  will  or  codicil  in  writing,  or 
other  writing  declaring  the  same;  or  by  burning,  cancelling, 
tearing,  or  obliterating  the  same,  by  the  testator  himself,  or  in 
bis  presence,  and  by  his  directions  and  consent.  But  all  devises 
aad  bequests  of  lands  and  tenements  shall  remain  and  continue 
in  force,  until  the  same  be  burnt,  cancelled,  torn,  or  obliterated 
by  the  testator,  or  by  his  directions,  in  manner  aforesaid  ;  or  un- 
less the  same  be  altered  by  some  other  will  or  codicil,  in  writing, 
or  other  writing  of  the  devisor,  signed  in  the  presence  of  three 
or  four  witnesses,  declaring  the  same." 

3.  Under  this  statute  there  are  four  express  modes  of  revoking 
a  will.  I.  By  a  subsequent  will.  II.  By  a  codicil,  both  of  which 
most  be  duly  attested  according  to  the  statute.  III.  By  an  ex- 
press declaration  in  writing,  that  the  testator  means  to  revoke 
his  will.  IV.  By  burning,  cancelling,  tearing,  or  obliterating 
the  will. 

4.  A  subsequent  will  operates  as  a  revocation  of  a  former  one,  I.  A  subsequent 
inaU  cases  where  it  contains  an  express  clause  revoking  all  inconsistent 
former  wills;  or  where  it  makes  a  different  and  incompatible  dis- 
position of  the  lands  devised  by  the  former  one. 

5.  The  intention  of  a  testator  to  revoke  his  will  is  the  circum- 
stance which  constitutes  the  revocation ;  and  when  that  appears 
in  a  subsequent  will,  it  is  sufficient,  though  such  subsequent 
win  should  not  take  effect,  from  any  disability  in  the  devisee. 

6.  Thus  where  a  person  devised  lands  to  A.  B.,  and  afterwards  1  Roll.  Ab. 
devised  the  same  lands  to  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  C,  which 
iras  void,  they  not  having  the  capacity  to  take ;  yet  it  was  held  to 


with  a  fonner 
one. 
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Roper  V. 
Radclifie, 
10  Mod.  233. 


Otherwise  both 
wills  are  good. 
Just.  Inst.  Ub.2. 
Tiu  17.  s.  2. 


Vinitts 
Comment. 


Cowp;  R.  90. 


Coward  v. 

Marshal, 

Cro.Eliz.721. 
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be  a  revocation.    So  a  devise  to  a  corporation,  though  void,  was 
held  to  be  a  revocation  of  a  former  devise. 

7.  In  a  subsequent  case  it  was  held,  that  a  devise  to  a  Roman 
Catholic,  who  was  at  that  time  incapable  of  taking  by  devise, 
should,  notwithstanding,  operate  as  a  revocation  of  a  former  will. 

8.  By  the  Roman  law  a  subsequent  will  operated,  in  all  cases, 
as  a  revocation  of  a  former  one.  Posteriori  quoque  iestamentOf 
quod  jure  perfecium  est,  superius  rumpiiur.  The  reason  of  this 
rule  was,  because  the  essence  of  a  Roman  testamoit  consisted 
in  the  institution  of  an  heir,  who  took  the  whole  property  of  the 
testator ;  so  that  two  wills  could  never  subsist  at  the  same  time, 
as  there  could  not  be  two  distinct  owners  of  the  same.  Qvieunr 
qme  testrnnentumfadt,  ceruetur  de  ommbus  bonis  dupomre,  ut  non 
magis  duo  testamenta  simul  consistere  possint,  quam  duo  domim 
gusdem  rei  in  soUdsim  constitui.  But  although  the  law  of  England 
has  adopted  the  principles  of  the  Roman  law,  respecting  wills 
of  personal  property,  yet  Lord  Mans6eld  has  said  that  a  devise 
of  lands  is  looked  upon  in  a  very  different  light,  being  consi- 
dered as  an  appointment  of  lands  to  a  particular  person;  from 
which  it  followed  that  a  person  might  as  well  dispose  of  part  of 
his  lands  by  will,  as  of  the  whole. 

9.  In  cooaeqnence  of  this  principle  it  has  been  determined, 
that  where  a  second  will  has  not  a  clause  of  revocation  of  all 
fbimer  wills,  and  does  not  make  any  disposition  inconsistent 
with  a  former  will,  it  does  not  operate  as  a  revocation  of  such 
former  will,  but  both  remain  in  force. 

10.  A  person  devised  lands  to  his  youngest  son  and  his  heirs. 
He  afterwards  married,  and  by  another  will  in  writing,  devised 
the  same  lands  to  his  wife  for  life,  paying  yearly  to  his  youngest 
son  and  his  heirs  a  certain  rent  Anderson  and  Glanville  held 
it  to  be  no  revocation,  but  that  both  wills  might  stand  together, 
the  latter  not  being  contrary  to  the  former ;  and  there  being  no 
express  revocation.  The  intention  of  the  testator  being  cmly 
to  provide  for  his  wife,  and  not  to  alter  the  devise  to  his  son ;  for 
the  giving  him  a  rent,  showed  he  intended  that  he  should  take 
the  reversion. 

11.  Where  a  jury  found  that  a  testator  had  made  a  second 
will,  the  contents  of  which  were  unknown ;  such  second  will  was 
held  not  to  operate  as  a  revocation  of  the  first ;  because  it  did 
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not  appear,  either  that  it  contained  a  clause  revoking  the  first 
will,  or  that  it  made  a  different  disposition  of  the  same  lands. 

12.  In  ejectment  the  jury  found  a  special  verdict,  that  Sir  H.  Seymor  v. 
K'dligrew  being  seised  in  fee,  made  his  will  in  writings  and  after-  Hard.lr747' 
wards  made  another  will  in  writing;  but  as  to  the  contents  Hitchinsv. 
thereof,  they  were  entirely  ignorant ;  and  the  Court  of  King's  3  Mod.  203. 
Bench  was  of  opinion^  that  the  second  will  was  not  a  revocation 

of  the  first. 

Upon  a  writ  of  error  in  the  House  of  Lords^  it  was  argued  for  Show.  FarL 
the  plaintiff,  that  the  second  will  could  not  be  considered  as  a 
duplicate  of  the  first,  but  must  be  deemed  a  revocation  of  it ; 
that  no  will  was  good  but  the  last ;  that  every  will  was  revoc- 
able until  death ;  that  the  making  another  will  imported  a  revoca- 
tion of  all  former  ones,  even  though  it  was  not  so  expressly 
declared.  On  behalf  of  the  defendant  it  was  contended,  that 
every  latter  will  was  not  a  revocation ;  for  a  man  might 
dispose  of  one  part  of  his  estate  by  one  will,  and  of  another 
part  by  another  will.  So  if  a  man  purchased  lands  after  he  had 
made  his  will,  he  might  make  another  will  of  them.  Therefore 
the  second  will  in  this  case,  might  relate  to  other  lands,  and  be 
DO  revocation. 

The  judgment  was  affirmed. 

13.  In  a  modem  case  this  doctrine  was  carried  still  further: 
for  where  a  jury  found  that  a  testator  had  made  a  second  will, 
different  from  the  first,  but  without  finding  in  what  that  difference 
consisted,  the  House  of  Lords  determined  that  such  second  will 
did  not  revoke  the  former  one. 

14.  Upon  a  special  verdict,  it  appeared  that  John  Lacy,  being  Goodright  v. 
seised  in  fee  of  a  set  of  chambers  in  Lincoln's  Inn,  made  a  will  3  vvus.  R.  497. 
in  the  year  1748,  by  which  he  devised  all  his  real  and  personal  ^3^^*^*  ^* 
estate  to  Frances  Harwood.    That  in  the  year  1756,  he  made  Cowp.  87. 
another  will,  different  from  the  former  one,  but  in  what  particu- 
lars were  unknown  to  them.    They  did  not  find  that  the  testator 
cancelled  his  second  will,  or  that  the  defendant  had  destroyed 

the  same ;  but  of  what  was  become  of  the  said  will,  the  jurors 
were  altogether  ignorant.    The  question  was,  whether  the  devise 
in  the  will  of  1748,  to  Frances  Harwood,  was  revoked  by  the 
will  found  to  have  been  executed  in  1756. 
Judgment  was  given  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  that  the  7  Bro.  Pari. 

L/ft.  4o«F. 
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will  of  1748  was  revoked.    Upon  a  writ  of  error  io  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench,  that  judgment  was  reversed. 

A  writ  of  error  was  brought  in  the  House  of  Lords,  where  it 
was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  title  of  the 
heir  at  law,  being  a  clear  substantive  title,  ought  not  to  be 
defeated,  but  by  a  title  equally  clear  and  unexceptionable: 
that  the  title  of  a  devisee  must  be  founded  on  that  which  is 
clearly  known  to  be  the  ultimate  intention  of  the  testator ;  and 
it  was  not  sufficient  that  the  testator  did,  at  one  time  of  his  life, 
mean  to  give  his  estate  to  the  devisee,  unless  he  continued  in  that 
intention  to  the  time  of  his  death.  The  jury  had  found  that  the 
testator  had  made  a  second  will,  executed  according  to  law  ;  and 
that  the  disposition  made  by  the  testator  in  his  second  will,  was 
different  from  the  disposition  in  his  first  will ;  and  though  the 
jury  said  they  were  unable  to  ascertain  the  particulars,  yet  the 
finding  necessarily  imported  that  they  had  received  sufficient 
satisfaction,  as  to  the  general  contents,  to  enable  them  upcm 
their  baths  to  find  that,  from  whence  the  courts  must  see,  that 
the  testator's  intention  was  generally  changed ;  and  consequently 
that  the  first  will  was  revoked.  That  the  jury  having  found  that 
Mr.  Lacey  did,  in  1766,  duly  execute  another  will,  the  same 
must  be  taken  to  subsist  at  the  time  of  his  death,  unless  a  sub- 
sequent change  of  intention  appeared  ;  but  the  jury  had  excluded 
the  idea  of  any  such  change,  by  declaring  that  they  did  not  find 
that  the  testator  had  cancelled  the  second  will ;  and  as  the  jury 
had  not  found  it  cancelled,  the  court  could  not  say  it  was  so. 
By  establishing  then  the  first  will,  which  the  testator  did  not 
mean  to  die  with,  it  would  necessarily  follow  that  the  whole  of 
the  testator's  large  fortune  would  go  from  his  family,  to  a  person 
for  whom,  from  the  year  1756,  he  never  intended  it.  Wills  dis- 
inheriting natural  heirs,  in  favour  of  persons  who  are  strangers 
in  blood,  ought  not  to  receive  more  countenance  than  the  neces- 
sity of  the  occasion  requires;  and  whenever  there  is  evidence 
of  a  change  of  intention  in  the  testator,  such  wills  can  never  be 
established  to  the  prejudice  of  an  heir  at  law.  That  it  being  at 
least  rendered  doubtful,  by  the  execution  of  the  second  will, 
whether  Mrs.  Harwood  was  entitled  to  anything,  or  if  she  was, 
what  she  was  entitled  to ;  it  became  necessary  for  her,  as  claim- 
ing under  a  derivative,  and  not  under  an  original  title,  to  produce 
the  second  will,  and  show  her  interest  under  it.    That  if  ever  it 
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should  be  understood  as  established  in  law,  that  from  the  bare 
nooproduction  of  a  latter  will,  to  whatever  cause  it  might  be 
owing,  a  former  will  must  at  all  events  be  established ;  it  would 
be  an  opening  to  frauds  of  the  most  dangerous  kind,  and  be  the 
strongest  temptation  to  devisees  in  a  former  will,  to  exert  every 
artifice  to  get  possession  of  and  suppress  the  latter  instrument, 
in  order  to  set  up  the  former  revoked  will. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  said,  that  with  regard  to  the  doctrine 
of  revocations,  the  determination  of  the  House  of  Lords,  in  the 
case  of  Hitchins  v.  Basset,  had  settled  this  point  of  law,  viz.  Ante. 
that  a  subsequent  independent  will  of  lands  is  not  in  its  own 
oature  a  revocation  of  a  former  will,  nor  will  operate  as  such,  un- 
less it  contains  words  expressly  revoking  the  former ;  or  makes 
a  difierent  and  incompatible  disposition  of  the  same  lands.  In 
the  present  case  the  last  will  was  not  to  be  found  ;  its  contents 
were  not  known  ;  therefore  no  express  revocation  of  the  former 
will  appeared  in  it,  nor  could  it  be  shown  that  it  contained  any 
difierent  or  incompatible  disposition  of  the  chambers  in  question. 
That  although  it  was  found  by  the  verdict  that  the  disposition 
made  by  the  latter  will,  was  difierent  from  that  made  by  the  former, 
yet  it  was  at  the  same  time  found  to  be  unknown  in  what  parti- 
cular that  difilerence  consisted  ;  whether  it  related  to  lands,  or 
to  personal  estate  only ;  to  the  appointment  of  an  executor,  or  to 
the  quantum  of  a  legacy.  The  most  trivial  alteration  in  the  most 
inconsiderable  legacy  might  have  occasioned  that  difference ;  but 
there  was  nothing  to  prove  that  it  extended  to  those  particular 
chambers,  which  were  the  subject  of  the  question.  The  mere 
existence  of  a  subsequent  will,  was  not  of  itself  a  revocation, 
nor  was  any  new  disposition  contained  therein  a  revocation  of 
the  former  devise  of  the  chambers  in  question,  unless  that  new 
disposition  afiected  those  very  chambers  ;  and  therefore,  until  it 
could  be  shown  that  the  difierent  disposition  found  by  the  ver- 
dict extended  to  those  chambers,  or  that  there  were  express 
words  of  revocation  of  the  former  will  contained  in  the  latter,  the 
devise  under  which  the  defendant  claimed  stood  unrevoked  by 
any  thing  which  could  be  shown. 

It  was  objected  that  the  claim  of  a  devisee  must  be  founded 
on  the  last  will  of  a  testator ;  and  that  in  this  case,  there  being 
found  to  be  a  will  executed  subsequent  to  that  in  1748,  that  in 
1748  was  not  the  last  will  of  the  testator,  and  consequently  none 


78  Titk  XXXVIIL  Devise.  Ch.  VL  s.  14—16. 

could  claim  any  lands  under  it.  But  to  this  it  was  answered, 
that  the  proposition  that  the  claim  of  the  devisee  must  be 
founded  on  the  last  will  of  the  testator,  was  fallacious ;  unless 
its  import  was  very  strictly  attended  to.  It  was  true  the  will 
under  which  a  devisee  claims  must  be  the  last  will,  in  respect  to 
the  very  lands  which  were  the  subject  of  such  claim  :  but  if 
there  were  ten  subsequent  wills,  which  contained  no  express  re- 
vocation of  the  former  will,  that  former  will,  quoad  the  subject  of 
such  devise,  would  be  the  last  will  of  the  testator. 

It  was,  lastly,  observed,  that  should  a  will  which  could  not  be 
produced,  and  the  contents  or  effecti)  whereof  were  entirely  un- 
known,  be  construed  as  a  revocation  of  a  known  subsisting  will ; 
such  a  construction  would,  in  effect,  not  only  overturn  the  sta- 
tute of  Frauds,  in  respect  to  one  of  the  most  material  and  dan- 
gerous species  of  fraud  intended  to  be  provided  against  by  that 
statute,  but  would  at  the  same  time  be  striking  a  most  fatal  blow 
at  the  very  root  of  all  testamentary  power  over  lands ;  for  of 
what  use  to  a  man  would  the  power  of  making  a  will  be,  if  he 
could  not  make  that  will  secure.  But  it  was  impossible  that 
any  will,  however  deliberately  made,  and  solemnly  executed, 
could  be  in  any  degree  secure,  if  it  could  be  set  aside  by  means 
so  very  practicable,  as  only  swearing  to  the  execution  of  an  un- 
existing  will. 

After  hearing  counsel  on  this  writ  of  error,  the  following  ques- 
tion was  put  to  the  Judges : — ''  Whether  on  the  facts  found  by 
the  special  verdict  in  this  cause,  the  devise  of  the  chambers  in 
Lincoln's  Inn  to  Frances  Harwood,  the  defendant  in  error,  by  the 
will  of  the  16th  April  1748,  be  revoked  or  not?**  Whereupon 
the  Lord  Ch.  B.  delivered  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  Judges, 
that  the  said  devise  was  not  revoked.  It  was  therefore  ordered 
and  adjudged,  that  the  judgment  given  in  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench,  reversing  the  judgment  given  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  should  be  affirmed. 
Two  incon-  15.  It  has  been  held  by  all  the  Judges  in  the  Ilouse  of  Lords, 

the  ramTdate  ^^^^  ^^^  inconsistent  wills,  of  the  same  date,  neither  of  which 
Phi^^^An-  ^^"'^  ^®  proved  to  be  last  executed,  were  by  the  common  law  of 
giesea,  7  Bro.     England  void  for  unceitainty,  so  far  as  they  were  inconsistent ; 

and  would  let  in  the  heir,  if  no  act  of  the  testator,  subsequent  to 
the  publication  of  the  wills,  explained  them ;  so  as  to  recon- 
cile what  otherwise  would  appear  inconsistent. 
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16.  It  has  been  already  stated,  that  where  a  will,  duly  attest-  ^J^*^^i"°!^" 
ed,  charges  the  real  estates  of  the  testator  with  the  payment  of  yokes  legacies. 
debts  and  legacies,  a  subsequent  unattested  will  or  codicil,  giving 

legacies,  will  be  suflScient  to  pass  such  legacies.    It  has  been  Ante,  c.  5. 
determined  upon  the  same  principle,  that  in  a  case  of  this  kind 
a  second  unattested  will  or  codicil  shall  be  sufficient  to  revoke 
legacies  given  by  the  first  will. 

17.  Thus  in  a  case  which  has  been  already  stated,  one  of  the  Brudcncii «. 

•^  Boughton. 

questions  was,  whether  the  charge  laid  on  the  land  by  the  first  Ante»  c.  5. 

will,  and  the  legacies  thereby  given,  were  revoked  by  the  second 

will. 

Lord  Hardwicke.-^"  By  the  statute  of  Frauds,  no  land  can  ^^'  ^^P* 
pass  by  will,  unless  the  will  be  executed  according  to  the  provi* 
sions  of  that  statute.  The  same  of  money  charged  originally 
upon  land,  because  it  is  considered  in  this  Court  as  part  of  the 
land,  and  can  only  be  raised  by  sale  or  disposition  of  the  land. 
It  is  like  a  devise  of  the  profits  of  land,  which  is  a  devise  of  the 
land  itself;  and  if  so,  the  rule  of  revocation  must  be  the  same, 
io  case  of  such  charges,  as  in  revocations  of  lands  themselves, 
devised  by  will.  But  still  there  are  several  revocations  not 
within  the  statute ;  virtual  revocations,  as  by  parting  with  or 
extinguishing  the  thing  given  by  the  will ;  and  wherever  that  is  Infra. 
done  by  the  testator,  the  devise  falls  to  the  ground.  These  are 
out  of  the  statute,  and  remain  as  they  were  at  law.  Selling  the 
land  by  the  testator,  is  a  revocation ;  or  making  any  other  con- 
veyance inconsistent  with  the  disposition  made  by  the  will. 
Suppose  the  testator  charges  his  land  with  a  debt,  or  with  a  portion 
of  200/.  for  his  daughter,  who  marries  in  his  lifetime,  and  he 
gives  her  the  200/.  upon  her  marriage ;  this  is  a  revocation  of 
the  charge,  though  not  by  such  instrument  executed  according 
to  the  form  prescribed  by  the  statute.  In  our  case  the  words  of 
the  will  do  indeed  create  a  charge  upon  the  land ;  but  that  is 
only  upon  failure  of  the  personal  estate,  for  the  legacies  were 
originally  charged  upon  that,  and  the  land  is  but  a  security ;  and 
whatever  takes  away  the  thing  secured,  must  necessarily  free  the 
security.  It  veas  insisted,  indeed,  that  the  real  estate  was  charg- 
ed originally  by  the  testator  with  the  payment  of  his  debts  and 
legacies ;  but  plainly  it  is  not,  and  was  designed  only  for  a  sub- 
sidiary fund  to  the  personal  estate ;  so  that  if  the  legacies  be 
revoked,  the  land  is  discharged.    And  the  case  of  Hyde  v.  Hyde  inrn,  %,  30. 
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is  an  authority  in  point,  that  where  there  are  two  wills,  though 
the  latter  be  not  a  sufficient  revocation  of  the  first,  as  to  the 
lands  within  the  statute  of  Frauds ;  yet  the  legacies  in  the  for- 
mer, which  are  revoked  by  the  latter,  are  extinct ;  and  conse- 
quently the  charge  upon  the  land  likewise.  And  I  should  have 
been  of  this  opinion,  even  if  the  case  of  Hyde  v.  Hyde  had  never 
happened." 

18.  The  second  mode  of  revoking  a  will  is  by  a  codicil  duly 
executed  according  to  the  statute  of  Frauds,  which  has  the  same 
effect,  in  revoking  a  devise,  as  a  subsequent  will,  where  it  con- 
tains express  words  of  revocation,  or  makes  a  different  disposition 
from  that  contained  in  the  will.  And  it  has  been  stated  that  a 
codicil,  though  not  executed  according  to  the  statute  of  Frauds, 
may  operate  as  a  revocation  of  legacies. 

19.  The  third  mode  of  revoking  a  will  is  by  a  writing  declaring 
an  intention  of  revoking  such  will,  signed  in  the  presence  of 
three  witnesses.  And  it  is  observable  that  the  statute  of  Frauds, 
(s.  5.)  requires  that,  in  devises  of  lands,  the  three  witnesses 
should  subscribe  the  will  in  the  presence  of  the  testator.  But 
the  clause  relating  to  revocations,  (s.  6)  only  requires  that  the 
devisor  should  sign  in  the  presence  of  three  witnesses,  without 
requiring  that  the  witnesses  should  subscribe  in  the  testator's 
presence.  Upon  the  construction  of  this  clause,  it  has  been 
held,  that  although  a  will  may  be  revoked  by  a  written  declara- 
tion, without  being  attested  by  three  witnesses  subscribing  the 
will  in  the  testator's  presence ;  yet  that  a  second  will,  though 
containing  a  clause  revoking  all  former  wills  shall  not  operate  as 
a  revocation  of  the  first  will,  unless  it  is  executed  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  to  operate  as  a  devise. 

20.  J.  S.  by  a  will  executed  according  to  the  statute,  devised 
the  lands  in  question  to  A.  Afterwards  the  testator  published 
another  writing  as  his  last  will,  in  the  presence  of  three  wit- 
nesses, revoking  all  former  wills ;  but  the  witnesses  to  the  se- 
cond will  did  not  subscribe  their  names  in  the  presence  of  the 
testator.  The  second  will,  not  being  valid  as  a  devise  of  lands, 
the  question  was,  whether  it  was  good  as  a  writing,  within  the 
statute  of  Frauds,  to  revoke  the  first  will.  And  the  Court  re- 
solved that  it  was  not. 

21 .  A  person,  by  a  will  duly  attested,  devised  lands  to  trustees, 
to  several  uses.    He  afterwards  made  another  will  of  the  same 
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lands,  devising  them  to  other  trustees,  but  to  the  same  uses ; 
and  there  was  a  clause  ia  this  last  will,  revoking  all  former  wills ; 
but  although  it  was  subscribed  by  the  testator,  and  attested  by 
three  witnesses,  yet  the  witnesses  did  not  subscribe  their  names 
in  the  presence  of  the  testator ;  upon  which  the  testator's  heir 
claimed  the  lands.  And  the  question  was,  whether  the  last  will, 
being  yoid  as  a  devise  of  the  lands,  should  yet  be  a  good  revoca- 
tion of  the  former  will. 

Lord  Cowper  declared,  that  if  the  testator  had  by  his  second 
will  barely  revoked  the  first,  without  declaring  by  the  same  act 
his  intention  to  dispose  of  his  lands  to  the  same  purposes  to 
which  they  were  devised  by  the  former  will,  the  second  will  had 
been  a  good  revocation  of  the  former,  as  to  the  lands  devised ; 
bat  here  was  a  disposition  of  the  same  lands,  in  the  second  will, 
to  the  same  purposes  as  in  the  first  will ;  which  showed  he  did 
not  mean  to  revoke  his  first  will,  as  to  the  devise  of  those  lands, 
anless  he  might  by  the  second  will  (at  the  same  time  that  he 
revoked  the  former)  set  up  the  like  devise,  so  as  to  take  efiect  by 
virtue  of  his  second  will ;  and  that  his  second  will  never  being 
so  perfected  as  to  make  the  devise  of  the  lands  therein  to  be 
good,  tlie  same  devise  stood  unrevoked  by  the  former  will.  And 
that  upon  the  like  reason  the  courts  of  law  had  determined  with 
great  justice  in  the  cases  cited.  And  it  was  plain  the  testator  Infra, 
did  not  mean  to  revoke  his  former  will  by  cancelling ;  but  by 
substituting  another  perfect  will  in  lieu  thereof. 

22.  In  the  case  of  Ellis  v.  Smith,  one  of.  the  questions  was.  Ante,  c  5. 
whether  the  will,  not  being  signed  by  the  testator  in  the  presence 

of  the  witnesses,  but  only  acknowledged,  was  a  good  revocation 
under  the  sixth  section  of  the  statute.  Lord  Ch.  B.  Parker 
thoaght  it  was,  and  that  a  revocation  might  be  by  any  will  ex- 
ecuted according  to  the  fifth  section  of  the  statute.  For  the 
words  ''  signed  in  the  presence  of  three  witnesses.  Sec."  related 
only  to  the  preceding  words — "  any  other  writing."  The  clause 
was  to  be  construed  in  the  disjunctive  ;  viz.  either  by  will,  co- 
dicil, &c.,  or  by  writing  signed  before  three  witnesses.  And  the 
otber  Judges  were  of  the  same  opinion. 

23.  A  declaration  by  a  devisor  that,  he  has  revoked  a  parti- 
cular devise  in  bis  will,  though  reduced  into  writing,  and  attested 
by  three  witnesses,  will  not  operate  as  a  revocation,  unless  it  be 
signed  by  the  testator. 
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24.  A  person  devised  certain  estates  to  his  daughters,  D.  and 
S.  Afterwards  the  testator,  having  an  intention  to  revoke  the 
will  as  to  D.y  directed  the  following  words  to  be  written  on  his 
will : — *^  We,  whose  names  are  underwritten,  do  testify,  that  the 
abovenamed,  A.  (the  testatorj  did,  the  day  of  the  date  hereof, 
publish  and  declare  that  the  several  clauses  and  devises  in  his 
will  any  way  relating  to  his  daughter  D.  should  cease  and  be 
void  ;  she  being  since  married,  and  her  portion  paid.  In  witness 
whereof  we  have  hereunto  set  our  hands,  8cc.''  And  the  same 
was  subscribed  by  four  witnesses,  in  the  presence  of  the  testator; 
but  he  did  not  sign  the  same,  nor  any  other  person  by  his  di 
rection.    Adjudged,  that  this  was  not  a  revocation. 

25.  [But  here  should  be  noticed  a  distinction  between  a  de- 
claration in  writing  of  a  present  actual  revocation,  and  a  declar- 
ation of  intention  to  do  some  future  act  of  revocation.  The  latter 
does  not  amount  to  a  revocation. 

As  where  a  person  by  a  second  will  disposing  of  some  property 
acquired  subsequently  to  the  making  of  his  first  will,  added, 
*'  As  to  the  rest  of  my  real  and  personal  estate,  I  intend  to  dis- 
pose of  it  by  a  codicil  hereafter  to,  be  made  to  this  my  will.  It 
was  held  by  the  Court  of  K.  B.  that  this  was  no  revocation  of 
the  first  will. 

26.  So  again  where  a  revocation  of  a  prior  devise  or  bequest 
proceeds  upon  a  mistake,  the  revocation  will  be  void ;  as  where 
a  testator  revokes  by  codicil  a  devise  to  A.,  he  being  now  dead, 
and  it  turns  out  A.  is  living,  the  first  devise  will  not  be  revoked. 

27.  Or  where  the  revocation  proceeds  upon  a  false  impression, 
originating  from  a  deceit  practised  upon  the  testator.  As  where 
a  testator  revokes  a  prior  devise  to  A.,  and  devises  by  a  codicil 
the  same  estate  to  B.,  stating  her  to  be  his  wife,  and  it  turns 
out  that  she  was  married  before,  and  had  a  husband  living, 
which  facts  were  unknown  to  the  testator ;  the  first  devise  would 
not,  it  is  presumed,  be  revoked. 

28.  But  where  the  testator  merely  expresses  a  doubt  re- 
specting a  fact,  and  upon  that  doubt  revokes,  it  would  seem  that 
the  revocation  would  be  good ;  and  the  case  of  the  Attorney 
General  v.  Warde,  seems  to  have  been  decided  upon  this  prin- 
ciple. 

In  that  case  the  testatrix  had  bequeathed  a  legacy  of  300/. 
among  such  of  the  children  as  should  be  living  of  £.,  and  by  a 
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codicil  bequeathed  as  follows  :  "  I  give  to  my  brother's  son  C. 
the  300/.  designed  for  E/s  children,  as  I  know  not  whether  any 
of  them  are  alive,  and  if  they  are  well  provided  for;*'  SirR.  P. 
Arden  held  C  to  be  entitled,  though  the  children  of  E.  were 
living.  His  honour,  however,  observed,  **  that  if  it  rested  upon 
her  not  knowing  whether  they  were  living,  there  would  be  some 
reason  to  contend,  that  it  fell  within  the  case  (so  often  cited  from 
Cicero  de  Oratore)  oi pater  credensjiliam  suum  esse  mortuum  alte- 
nm  intuit  hareckm  Jilio  dond  redeunte,  hujus  institutiotiis  vis  est 
nulla:  but  she  goes  further,  that  she  doubted  if  they  were  living, 
whether  they  might  not  be  well  provided  for ;  and  she  totally 
deprives  them  of  that  provision.  The  Court  will  not  enquire 
whether  they  are  well  provided  for  or  not."] 

29.  The  fourth  mode  of  revoking  a  will  is  by  cancelling,  that  iv.  CanoelUng. 
is  by  obliterating  or  defacing  the  signature  of  the  testator ;  or 

by  bomingy  tearing,  or  otherwise  destroying  it.  But  Lord 
Maosfield  has  observed,  that  cancelling  is  in  itself  an  equivocal  Cowp.  R.  52. 
act;  and  in  order  to  make  it  a  revocation,  it  must  be  shown  quo 
ammo  it  was  cancelled ;  for  unless  that  appears,  it  will  be  no 
revocation.  As  if  a  man  were  to  throw  ink  upon  his  will  instead 
of  sand,  though  it  might  be  a  complete  defacing  of  the  instru- 
ment, it  would  be  no  cancelling :  or  suppose  a  man  having  two 
wills  of  different  dates  by  him,  should  direct  the  former  to  be 
cancelled,  and  through  mistake  the  person  should  cancel  the 
latter,  such  an  act  would  be  no  revocation  of  the  will :  or  sup- 
pose a  man  having  a  will  consisting  of  two  parts,  throws  one 
unintentionally  into  the  fire,  where  it  is  burnt,  it  would  be  no 
revocation  of  the  devises  contained  in  such  part.  It  is  the  in- 
tention, therefore^  that  must  govern  in  such  cases. 

30.  A  person  made  a  will,  and  intending  to  make  some  alter-  Hyde  v.  Hyde, 
adoos  in  it,  sent  for  a  scrivener,  and  gave  directions  for  another         '^ 
will.    The  scrivener  accordingly  drew  a  draft  of  another  will, 

which  the  testator  signed ;  and  then,  thinking  he  had  made  a 
new  will,  he  pulled  out  the  first  will,  and  tore  the  seals  from  the 
first  eight  sheets  of  it ;  which  the  scrivener  seeing,  asked  him 
what  he  was  doing ;  to  which  he  answered,  "I  am  cancelling 
my  first  will." — "  Pray,"  says  the  scrivener,  •'  hold  your  hand ; 
the  other  will  is  not  perfected ;  it  will  not  pass  your  real  estate, 
for  want  of  being  executed  pursuant  to  the  statute  of  Frauds.'' 
**  lam  sorry  for  that,"  says  he;  and  immediately  desisted  from 

G  2 
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tearing  off  the  seals,  and  (fied  in  a  short  time  after,  without 
having  done  any  thing  further  to  perfect  the  second  will,  or  to 
cancel  the  first. 

It  was  decreed,  that  the  tearing  the  seals  from  the  first  eight 
sheets,  not  being  done  animo  cancellandi,  was  no  revocation : 
and  that  the  seal  remaining  whole  to  the  last  sheet  was  suffi- 
cient ;  and  in  strictness  it  was  not  necessary  that  all  the  sheets 
should  be  sealed. 
Ante,  8. 21.  31.  In  the  case  of  Onions  v.  Tyrer,  as  reported  in  Prec.  in 

Cha.  469.,  it  is  stated  that  the  testator  cancelled  the  first  will, 
by  tearing  off  the  seal.     And  as  to  this  point,  Mr.  Cox  has 

1  P.  Wms.        taken  from  the  Register's  book  what  Lord  Cowper  said;  which 

I  shall  here  transcribe. — *^  And  it  is  plain  the  testator  did  not 
mean  to  revoke  his  former  will  by  cancelling,  but  by  substi- 
tuting another  perfect  will  in  lieu  thereof,  and  not  otherwise ; 
and  therefore  the  cancelling  thereof  was  but  a  circumstance, 
showing  that  he  thought  he  had  made  a  good  disposition  by  the 
second  will ;  and  in  confidence  thereof  it  was  done,  with  no 
other  intent  but  that  the  second  will  should  thereby  more  surely 
take  place." 

It  was  decreed  that  the  first  will  was  not  revoked. 
By  the  testator,      32.  A  will  Can  Only  be  cancelled  by  the  testator  himself,  or 
tionf  "   "*^"  ^y  some  other  person  in  his  presence,  and  by  his  express  di- 
rection ;  so  that  if  a  stranger  destroys  or  defaces  a  will,  that  does 
not  operate  as  a  revocation  of  it. 
Haines  v.  33.  A  person  having  disinherited  his  heir  by  will,  a  younger 

2  Vera'.  441.      brother  of  the  heir  snatched  the  will  out  of  the  hands  of  the  ex- 

ecutor, and  tore  it  into  small  pieces.  Most  of  the  pieces,  parti- 
cularly such  parts  wherein  was  the  devise  of  the  land,  were 
picked  up,  and  stitched  together  again.  A  bill  was  filed  to  have 
the  will  established;  and  it  was  decreed,  that  the  devisee  should 
hold  and  enjoy  against  the  heir ;  and  he  to  convey  to  the  de- 
visee ;  although  there  was  no  positive  proof  that  the  heir  directed 
the  tearing  of  the  will. 
An  intention  to  34.  Any  act  of  a  testator,  by  which  he  shows  an  intention  to 
cic°t.  "*"  '    cancel  his  will,  though   the   will  be  not  actually  cancelled, 

operates  as  a  revocation. 
Bibb  V. Thomas,      35.  One  Patin,  who  had  for  two  months  together  frequently 
1043.  declared  himself  discontented  with  his  will,  being  one  day  in 

bed,  near  the  fire,  ordered  Mary  Wilson,  who  attended  him,  to 
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fetch  his  will,  which  she  did,  and  delivered  it  to  him,  it  being 
then  whole,  only  somewhat  erased.  He  opened  it,  looked  at  it, 
then  gave  it  something  of  a  rip  with  his  hands,  and  so  tore  it  as 
nearly  to  tear  a  bit  off,  then  rumpled  it  together  and  threw  it  on 
the  fire,  but  it  fell  off.  However,  it  must  soon  have  been  burnt, 
had  not  Mary  Wilson  taken  it  up,  and  put  it  into  her  pocket. 
Patin  did  not  see  her  take  it  up,  but  seemed  to  have  some 
suspicion  of  it,  as  he  asked  her  what  she  was  at,  to  which  she 
made  little  or  no  answer.  He  at  several  times  after  said,  that 
was  not,  and  should  not  be  his  will,  and  bid  her  destroy  it.  She 
said  at  first,  so  I  will  when  you  have  made  another ;  but  after- 
wards, upon  his  repeated  inquiries,  she  told  him  she  had  de- 
stroyed it  I  though  in  fact  jt  was  never  destroyed,  and  she  be- 
lieved he  imagined  it  was  so.  She  asked  him,  when  the  will 
was  burnt,  to  whom  his  estate  would  go ;  he  answered,  to  his 
sister  and  her  children.  He  afterwards  told  one  J.  E.  that  he 
had  destroyed  his  will,  and  should  make  no  other,  till  he  had 
seen  his  brother  John  Mills,  and  desired  J.  E.  would  tell  him  so, 
and  that  he  wanted  to  see  him.  He  afterwards  wrote  to  Mills 
in  these  terms :  **  Dear  brother,  I  have  destroyed  my  will  which 
I  made ;  for,  upon  serious  consideration,  I  was  not  easy  in  my 
mind  about  that  will :"  afterwards  desires  him  to  come  down, 
^  for  if  I  die  intestate,  it  will  cause  uneasiness."  He  however 
died  without  making  any  other  will. 

The  jury,  with  whom  the  judge  concurred,  thought  this  a 
sufficient  revocation  •  of  the  will ;  and  therefore  found  a  verdict 
for  the  heir.  A  motion  was  made  for  a  new  trial,  *'  and,  per 
tatam  curiam,  this  is  a  sufficient  revocation."  A  revocation 
under  the  statute  may  be  effected,  either  by  framing  a  new  will, 
amounting  to  a  revocation  of  the  first,  or  by  some  act  done  to 
the  instrument  or  will  itself;  viz.  burning,  tearing,  cancelling, 
or  obliteration  by  the  testator,  or  in  his  presence,  and  by  his 
directions  and  consent ;  but  these  must  be  done  animo  revocandi  ; 
each  must  accompany  the  other.  Revocation  is  an  act  of  the 
miod,  which  must  be  demonstrated  by  some  outward  and 
visible  sign  or  symbol  of  revocation.  The  statute  has  specified 
four  of  these  ;  and  if  these  or  one  of  them  are  performed  in  the 
slightest  manner,  this,  joined  with  the  declared  intent,  will  be  a 
good  revocation.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  will  or  instrument 
ilself  be  totally  destroyed  or  consumed,  burnt  or  torn  to  pieces. 
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The  present  case  falls  within  two  of  the  specific  acts  described 
by  the  statute.    It  is  both  a  burning  and  a  tearing ;  throwing  it 
on  the  fire  with  an  intent  to  burn,  though  it  is  only  very  slightly 
singed,  and  falls  off,  is  sufficient  within  the  statute. 
The  rule  for  a  new  trial  was  discharged. 

36.  The  intention  to  cancel  a  will  must  however  be  carried 
into  complete  effect,  by  the  entire  destruction  of  it,  otherwise  it 
will  remain  good. 

37.  A  testator  being  angry  with  one  of  the  devisees  named  in 
his  will,  began  to  tear  it,  with  the  intention  of  destroying  it,  and 
having  torn  it  into  four  pieces,  was  prevented  from  proceeding 
further,  partly  by  the  efforts  of  a  bystander,  who  seized  bis 
arms,  and  partly  by  the  entreaties  of  the  devisee.  Upon  this 
he  became  calm,  and  having  put  by  the  several  pieces,  he  ex- 
pressed his  satisfaction  that  no  material  part  of  the  writing  had 
been  injured,  and  that  it  was  no  worse.  Held  that  it  was  on 
these  facts  properly  left  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether  he  had  com- 
pletely finished  all  that  he  intended  to  do  for  the  purpose  of 
destroying  the  will ;  and  the  jury  having  found  that  he  had  not, 
the  Court  of  K.  B.  refused  to  disturb  the  verdict,  and  supported 
the  will. 

38.  An  obliteration  or  alteration  of  part  of  a  will  does  not 
operate  as  a  revocation  of  the  whole  will,  but  only  of  the  parts 
obliterated  ;  and  the  rest  will  remain  good. 

39.  A.  by  will  in  writing,  duly  attested,  devised  to  his  wife  a 
copyhold  estate.  A.  on  the  day  he  died,  directed  6.  to  ob- 
literate some  devises,  but  nothing  as  to  the  copyhold ;  and 
then  caused  a  memorandum  to  be  written,  that  he  had  examined 
and  approved  of  the  will,  as  so  obliterated  and  altered  in  his 
presence  by  B.,  but  did  not  republish  it  in  the  presence  of  three 
witnesses  ;  but  directed  B.  to  carry  it  to  one  to  write  it  fair ;  and 
before  it  was  brought  back  he  became  delirious.  Held  to  be  a 
good  will  of  the  copyhold. 

40.  Robert  Sutton  made  his  will,  duly  attested,  and  thereby 
gave  all  his  estates,  except  a  house  at  Bath,  to  trustees,  in 
trust  to  sell,  and  to  place  out  the  money  on  government  or 
real  securities,  for  the  purposes  therein  mentioned.  The  testator 
afterwards  made  several  alterations,  obliterations,  and  inter- 
lineations, in  different  parts  of  the  will,  which  were  not  at- 
tested; but  did  not  erase  or  alter  the  devise  to  the  trustees* 
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It  was  certified  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  upon  a  case 
sent  out  of  Chancery,  that  the  devise  of  the  real  estate  to  the 
imstees  was  not  revoked. 

41.  A  person  devised  a  real  estate  to  three  trustees  'and  their  Larkins  v. 

,    .  11        o  •  i<  1  1     Larkins,  3  Bos. 

bars,  upon  trust  to  sell.    Some  time  after,  the  testator  struck  &  Pui  16. 
out  the  name  of  one  of  the  trustees,  by  drawing  a  pen  through 
itj  and  the  question  was,  whether  the  devise  to  the  trustees 
was  revoked  by  the  erasure  of  the  name  of  one  of  them,  after 
the  execution  of  the  will. 

Upon  a  case  sent  from  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  Lord  Alvanley  said,  that  a  re- 
vocation by  obliteration  would  have  (be  same  effect  which  a  re- 
vocation by  any  other  means  would  have,  and  no  more.  That 
the  devisees  must  be  considered  in  a  court  of  law  as  joint  tenants 
in  fee  absolutely.  That  it  was  argued  that  the  revocation  of  the 
devise,  as  to  one  devisee,  made  an  alteration  in  the  interest  of 
the  others;  but  whatever  this  alteration  was,  it  was  not  an 
alteration  arising  from  a  new  gift,  but  merely  from  a  revocation. 
If  the  remaining  devisees  were  to  acquire  any  estate  which  they 
bad  not  before,  something  beyond  a  mere  revocation  would  be 
necessary.  If  therefore  the  devisees  had  been  tenants  in  com- 
mon, upon  ihe  erasure  of  one  name,  the  remaining  two  would 
take  no  more  than  two-thirds  of  the  estate. 

The  Court  certified  that  the  devise  of  the  estate  to  the  two 
trustees,  to  whom,  tc^ether  with  the  third  trustee,  the  said  es- 
tate was  devised,  as  joint  tenants,  in  trust  to  be  sold,  was  not 
refoked  by  the  testator's  having  struck  out  the  name  of  the  third 
trustee,  after  the  execution  of  the  said  will. 

42.  T.  Garwardine  duly  made  his  will,  by  which  he  devised  short  v.  Smith, 
the  premises  in  question  to  J.  Spillman  and  E.  Aldridge,  upon 

leveral  trusts.  The  testator  afterwards  made  several  alterations 
in  the  will,  and  among  others  struck  out  the  name  of  J.  Spillman, 
and  introduced  the  names  of  J.  Wood  and  J.  Adey ;  and  did  not 
afterwards  republish  his  will.  The  question  was,  whether  it  was 
revoked  or  not. 

Lord  EUenborough. — ^^'It  has  been  contended  in  this  case 
that  the  testator  T.  C.  has  died  intestate,  as  to  the  premises  in 
question,  and  that  his  heir  at  law  is  entitled  to  recover ;  inas- 
much as  the  obliteration  of  the  name  of  J.  Spillman,  one  of  the 
devisees  in  trust,  must  have  been  taken   to  have  been  done 
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animo  revocandi,  and  is  a  revocation  of  the  devise  made  of  the 
premises:  and  that  it  must  be  also  taken  that  his  intention  was 
to  have  another  will,  accompanied  with  the  solemnities  required 
by  the  statute  of  Frauds;  or  at  least  to  have  republished  the  will, 
obliterated  and  altered  as  it  is :  on  which  the  question  arises  ; 
and  the  case  in  Dyer,  310.  &.  has  been  relied  on.    The  facts  of 
this  case  plainly  show  that  the  testator  had  no  object  but  to 
change  his  trustee  ;  and  it  would  be  unreasonable,  when  he  has 
not«  by  any  thing  he  has  done,  indicated  any  intention  to  dis- 
pose of  his  lands  to  different  purposes  than  those  declared  by 
his  will,  and  when  it  clearly  appears  that  he  meant  to  disinherit 
his  heir  at  law,  to  infer  that  he  designed  that  his  will  should 
become  inoperative,  and   so  let  in  his  heir  at  law,  by  what 
he  did;    rather  than   to  conclude  that  he   thought  he   had, 
by  the    alterations  introduced,   made  a  valid    disposition    of 
his  estate  to  the  new  trustees;   and  that  he  had  no  design 
to  alter  his  will,  except  so  far  as  such  obliteration  and  inter- 
lineation could   effectuate  that  purpose,   by  substituting  the 
persons  whose  names  he  interlined  in  the  stead  of  him  whose 
name  was  struck  out.     If  such  be  the  case,  and  so  it  appears  to 
us,  the  testator  meant  no  revocation,  but  by  means  of  that 
which  he,  through  mistake,  supposed  to  be  a  valid  disposition 
to  others ;  and  had  no  intention  to  revoke,  by  the  obliteration 
he  has  made,  but  by  an  effectual  substitution,  meant  to  be 
made  of  others  in  the  room  of  him  whose  name  was.  so  obli- 
terated ;  and  if  so,  this  case  must  be  governed  by  that  of  Onions 
Ante,  s.  21.       tj.  Tyrer,  1  P.  Wms.  343.,  where  the  intention  of  the  testator 

not  being  to  revoke  his  first  will  by  cancelling,  but  by  substi- 
tuting another  perfect  will  in  lieu  thereof.  Lord  Chancellor 
Cowper,  on  the  same  ground,  set  up  a  like  devise,  and  held  a 
cancellation  of  the  first  will  to  be  no  revocation.  But  in  this 
case  it  has  been  further  argued  for  the  defendants,  that  sup- 
posing the  obliteration  of  the  name  of  Spillman  to  have  revoked 
the  devise  to  him,  the  heir  at  law  cannot  recover,  inasmuch  as 
the  devise  to  Aldridge  remained  unrevoked,  and  we  think  there 
is  great  weight  in  this  argument ;  and  that  there  are  grounds  on 
which  it  may  be  contended,  that  the  effect  of  the  obliteration  in 
this  case  is,  at  most,  to  revoke  only  the  devise  as  to  Spillman, 
the  one  devisee  in  trust,  whose  name  is  so  obliterated,  leaving 
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it  unreyoked  as  to  Aldridge :  the  interlineations  which  were  in- 
tended to  add  other  trustees,  being  for  want  of  a  proper  publica- 
tion, inoperative:  and  therefore  giving  its  full  effect  to  that 
obliteration,  it  would  leave  the  devise  to  Aldridge  in  full  force, 
and  competent  to  sustain  all  the  trusts  of  the  will  in  exclusion 
of  the  heir  at  law. 

43.  Where  there  is  a  duplicate  of  a  will,  and  the  testator  CancelliDg  one 
cancels  the  part  which  is  in  his  own  possession,  though  the  theotiber.^ 
other  remains  entire,  yet  this  cancelling  one  part  operates  as  a  j  p^wim*346 
revocation  of  the  whole  will ;  for  the  original  and  duplicate  bein?  Burtonshaw  v. 

P'illiOTf    infra 

bat  one  will,  they  must  stand  or  fall  together ;  and  it  may  not 
be  in  the  testator's  power  to  get  possession  of  the  duplicate. 

44.  Besides  the  different  modes  of  revoking  a  will  allowed  by  Implied  revo- 
the  statQte  of  Frauds,  there  are  certain  alterations,  in  the  situation 

of  the  testator,  or  in  the  estate  devised,  which  have  been  held  to 
operate  as  implied  revocations  of  a  devise. 

45.  It  is  now  fully  settled  that  where  a  roan  makes  his  will,  Mamaffe,  and 
and  afterwards  marries  and  has  a  child,  these  events  shall  operate 

as  a  revocation  of  his  will ;  because  they  produce  a  complete 
change  in  the  situation,  and  the  duties  of  the  testator. 

46.  A  person  made  his  will  in  the  time  of  a  former  wife,  who  Chmtopher  v. 

Christopher, 

died  without  having  had  any  children ;  and  afterwards  married  4  Burr.  2182. 
a  second  wife,  by  whom  he  had  issue  the  plaintiff.    The  Court 
of  Exchequer  held  that  the  second  marriage,  and  the  having 
issue  by  that  marriage,  was  a  revocation  of  the  will. 

47.  A  person  made  a  will  in  Jamaica,  in  the  year  1764,  by  Spragget;. 

.      .  ..     ^     .  o  Stone,Doug.36. 

which  be  devised  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  the  defendant.  Amb.72i. 
Afterwards  he  made  another  will  in  England,  not  duly  attested, 
by  which  he  devised  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife,  in 
trust  for  his  son.  The  Chancellor  of  Jamaica  decreed  that  the 
marriage  and  birth  of  a  child,  and  the  second  will,  amounted 
to  a  revocation  as  to  the  personalty,  but  not  as  to  the  real  estate. 
On  an  appeal  to  the  Privy  Council,  Lord  Ch.  J.  De  Grey, 
Lord  Ch.'B.  Parker,  and  Sir  Eardley  Wilmot  being  present,  so 
much  of  the  decree  as  established  the  first  will,  with  respect  to 
the  real  estate,  was  reversed.  And  it  was  declared  that  the 
subsequent  marriage  and  birth  of  a  child  were,  in  point  of  law, 
an  implied  revocation  of  the  first  will. 

48.  M arriaee  and  birth  of  a  child  do  not,  however,  in  all  cases. 
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amount  to  an  implied  revocation  of  a  devise  ;  for  these  facts  only 
afford  a  presumption  that  the  testator  had  changed  his  intention ; 
so  that  where  this  presumption  is  rebutted  by  other  circum- 
stances, the  rule  will  not  hold. 
Brown  v.  49.  ^  bachelor  made  his  will,  by  which  he  gave  a  legacy  of 

1  Ab.  £q.'4i3.  500/.  to  his  brother,  and  legacies  to  other  persons,  and  devised 

his  real  estate  to  Eliza  Close  and  her  heirs.  The  testator  after- 
wards married  Eliza  Close,  and  died  without  altering  his  will ; 
leaving  her  pregnant  of  a  son.  The  question  was,  whether  this 
alteration  in  the  testator's  situation  operated  as  a  revocation  of 
his  will.  Lord  Keeper  Wright  was  clearly  of  opinion,  that  an 
alteration  of  circumstances  might  amount  to  a  revocation  of  a 
will  of  lands  as  well  as  of  personal  estate,  notwithstanding  the 
statute  of  Frauds,  which  does  not  extend  to  an  implied  revocation. 
But  that  no  such  alteration  appeared  here,  for  no  injury  was 
done  to  any  person ;  and  those  were  provided  for,  for  whom  the 
testator  was  most  bound  to  provide ;  and  established  the  will. 
Bradjv.Cabitt,  50.  Lord  Mansfield  has  said,  that  as  marriage  and  the  birth 
Doug.    .         ^f  ^  child  only  amount  to  an  implied  revocation  of  a  former  will, 

these  may  be  rebutted  by  every  sort  of  evidence,  even  parol  evi- 
dence ;  and  there  was  no  case  in  which  a  marriage  and  the  birth 
of  a  child  had  been  held  to  raise  an  implied  revocation,  where 
there  had  not  been  a  disposition  of  the  whole  estate. 
Exparte,  61.  It  has  been  held  by  Lord  Eldon,  that  a  second  marriage 

7  v^!348.        ^°d  ^^®  ^^^^^  ^^  children,  the  wife  and  children  being  provided 

for  by  settlement,  and  there  being  children  by  a  former  marriage, 
was  a  case  of  exception  from  the  rule  that  marriage  and  the  birth 
of  a  child  revoke  a  will. 

52.  It  was  determined  in  a  modem  case,  that  marriage,  and 

the  birth  of  a  posthumous  child,  operated  as  a  revocation  of  a 

will  of  land  made  before  the  marriage. 

Doe  V.  ^*  ^  person  being  a  bachelor,  devised  lands  to  his  nephew, 

5  T^**R.'49    ^^^  afterwards  married.    Upon  his  wife  becoming  pregnant,  he 

expressed  an  intention  to  revoke  his  will,  and  gave  directions  to 
an  attorney  to  prepare  another  will ;  but  died  before  it  was 
ready.  After  his  death  his  widow  was  delivered  of  a  child,  who 
brought  an  ejectment  against  the  devisees. 

Lord  Kenyon  said,  it  had  been  solemnly  decided  that  marriage 
and  the  subsequent  birth  of  a  child  amounted  to  a  revocation  of 
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a  will,  made  before  marriage.  Perhaps  the  foundation  of  that 
principle  was  not  so  much  an  intention  to  alter  the  will,  implied 
from  those  circumstances  happening  afterwards,  as  a  tacit  con- 
dition annexed  to  the  will  itself^  at  the  time  of  making  it,  that 
the  party  did  not  intend  that  it  should  take  effect,  if  there  should 
be  a  total  change  in  the  situation  of  his  family.  He  cited  a  pas- 
sage from  Justinian's  Institutes,  and  one  from  Vinius's  Com- 
ment, to  show  that  by  the  civil  law,  if  the  wife  was  pregnant, 
and  a  posthumous  child  was  afterwards  born,  the  will  was  utterly 
destroyed.  And  this  confirmed  the  idea  that  these  decisions  did 
not  proceed  on  the  intention  of  the  party,  but  on  a  tacit  condi- 
tion annexed  to  the  will  itself  when  made*  That  our  law  also 
took  notice  of  posthumous  children*  For  these  reasons,  there* 
fore,  standing  on  former  decisions,  and  not  extending  them 
beyond  the  rule  established  and  incorporated  into  our  law,  he 
was  of  opinion  for  the  plaintiff.  But  disclaimed  paying  any 
attention  to  the  declarations  of  the  husband,  because  letting  in 
that  kind  of  evidence  would  be  in  direct  opposition  to  the  sta- 
tute of  Frauds ;  which  was  passed  in  order  to  prevent  any  thing 
depending  either  on  the  mistake  or  the  perjury  of  witnesses. 
Bat  when  the  act  intended  to  guard  against  frauds  and  per- 
juries, it  left  the  courts  at  liberty  to  take  into  consideration  those 
drcamstances  which  are  not  liable  to  prevarication. 

Mr.  Just.  Buller  said,  the  only  question  was,  whether  a  child 
in  i)etUre  m  mire,  be  or  be  not  in  the  same  situation  as  a  child 
actually  born,  and  that  there  was  no  distinction  between  them. 
That  he  had  looked  into  the  Register's  book  for  the  case  of 
Brown  v.  Thompson,  where  it  did  not  appear  that  the  child  was  Ante,  s.  49. 
bom  during  the  parent's  life.  That  that  case  was  first  heard 
before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  who  decreed  a  revocation  of  the 
will;  though  that  decree  was  afterwards  reversed  by  Lord 
Keeper  Wright,  from  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case. 
They  must  take  it  that  in  that  case  the  child  was  not  bom  dur- 
ing the  devisor's  life ;  if  so,  the  opinion  of  the  Master  of  the 
Rolk  went  the  full  length  of  deciding  the  case  :  and  he  agreed 
that  that  opinion  was  sound  law.  Tlie  Court  was  unanimous 
that  the  will  was  revoked. 

54.  Although  it  be  fully  established  in  the  preceding  cases  Jackson  v. 
that  marriage  and  the  birth  of  a  child  operate  as  an  implied  re-  2£den/R.26ai 
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vocation  of  a  devise  of  land ;  yet  it  has  never  been  decided  that 

either  of  those  circumstances  singly,  as  a  subsequent  marriagei 

or  the  subsequent  birth  of  a  child,  will  have  that  effect. 

Kenebel ».  55,  J,  Pierson  devised  all  his  real  estates  to  a  trustee  in  trust, 

2  East,  530.      to  pay  an  annuity  to  Mary  Simpson,  and  in  case  he  should  have 

any  children  by  her,  to  provide  for  their  maintenance,  and  to 
raise  3000/.  for  them :  at  the  time  of  making  the  will  the 
testator  had  one  child  by  M.  Simpson ;  afterwards  he  mar- 
ried her  and  had  three  children,  and  died  without  altering  his 
will. 

It  was  held  that  the  will  was  not  revoked  by  the  subsequent 
marriage,  and  birth  of  children ;  because  there  was  not  that  total 
change  in  the  situation  of  the  family,  and  that  total  destitution 
of  provision  for  those  who  ought  to  be  the  objects  of  the  testa- 
tor*s  care  and  protection  (although  the  provision  was  made  for 
them  under  a  different  character),  which  could  vacate  the  will  on 

1  Ves.  &  B.       the  ground  of  a  supposed  tacit  condition,  that  it  should  be  void 

upon  a  total  change  in  the  situation  of  the  testator's  family,  and 
a  total  want  of  provision  for  the  family  so  newly  circumstanced ; 
or  upon  the  ground  of  a  presumed  intention  to  revoke,  according 
to  any  rules  of  law  hitherto  recognized  on  this  subject. 
Sheath  V.  York,  66.  It  has  been  determined  lately,  that  where  a  widower, 
390.  '  having  a  son  and  two  daughters,  made  his  will,  by  which  he 

gave  all  his  real  estate  in  trust  for  those  children,  and  afterwards 
married  and  had  other  children,  his  will  was  not  thereby  revoked. 
For  such  revocation  would  operate  only  to  let  in  the  eldest  son 
to  the  whole  of  the  estate,  which  he  had  by  the  will  divided  be- 
tween that  eldest  son,  and  the  other  children  of  the  marriage. 
A  woman's  will  67.  The  marriage  of  a  woman  operates  as  a  revocation  of  a 
"'^^.^D^y         will  made  by  her  prior  to  such  marriacre  ;  for  if  the  wife  dies  be- 

marriage.  j  v  n    f 

Foraeand  fore  her  husband,  it  can  have  no  operation;  the  making  of  the 

case,  will  being  only  the  inception  of  it,  as  it  does  not  take  effect  till 

2  P.  Wms.626.  ^^®  death  of  the  devisor.     But  if  the  wife  survives  her  husband, 
Hodsden  v.  ^jj^  ^ju  jg  revived,  and  takes  effect  as  if  slie  had  never  been 

Lloyd, 

2Bro.cc.634.  married. 

Alteration  of  ^8*  I^  ^^^  established  as  a  rule  of  law,  long  before  the  statute 

the  estate.         ^f  vi'^jUg^  that  any  alteration  of  the  estate  in  lands  devised,  by 

the  act  of  the  devisor,  after  the  publication  of  his  will,  operated 
as  an  implied  revocation  of  such  will.  This  doctrine  is  founded 
on  three  reasons.     I.  On  the  favour  which  the  common  law 
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shows  in  every  instance  to  the  heir.  II.  On  a  principle  already  ch.  3. 
stated,  that  a  devisor  must  not  only  be  actually  seised  of  the 
lands  at  the  time  when  he  makes  his  will,  but  must  also  continue 
to  be  so  seised  thereof  till  the  time  of  his  death.  III.  Because 
any  alteration  of  the  estate  devised  is  held  to  be  evidence  of  an 
alteration  in  the  intention  of  the  devisor. 

59.  An  actual  alienation  or  disposition  of  an  estate  by  the  de-  Alienation  to  a 
visor,  after  he  has  made  his  will,  operates  as  a  revocation  of  the 

devise ;  for  in  such  case  the  devisor  does  not  die  seised  ;  and  his 
alienation  is  deemed  undoubted  evidence  of  an  alteration  of  in- 
tention, in  conformity  to  the  rule  of  the  Roman  law,  from  which 
this  doctrine  was  probably  derived  :  est  enim  ret  le^ata  alienatio  Vin.  ad  Inst. 

.       ^     .,        J         .•      .  •         1        •  jT^^  •      Lib.  2.  Tit.  20. 

species  tacita  adempttoms,  quomam  hoc  tpsOj  quod  testator  rem  in  s.  12. 
alium  transfert,  recedere  cL  priori  voluntate  videtur. 

60.  A  person  devised  all  his  manors,  messuages,  and  heredi-  Sparrow  v. 
taments  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  his  nephew  and  his  issue,  in  Amb.^224.' 
strict  settlement.    The  testator  afterwards  conveyed  an  advow-  ^  ^^*  '^^' 
BOD,  whereof  he  was  seised  at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  to 
trustees  and  their  heirs,  and  by  another  deed  declared  the  trust 

of  their  conveyance  to  be  to  present  the  son  of  R.  I. 

It  was  decreed  by  Lord  Hardwicke  that  the  conveyance  of  the 
advowson  was  a  complete  revocation  of  the  devise  of  it. 

61.  Eliz.  Milner  devised  a  house  to  her  sister  Catherine  for  Analdv. 

life,  and  after  her  decease,  devised  the  same  to  trustees,  in  trust  i^.c.c.40i. 

to  selL     The  testatrix  afterwards  sold  the  estate  herself.     It  was  ??^*^^®7" 

bold  V.  Road- 
decreed  that  the  sale  was  a  revocation,  not  only  of  the  house,  knight,  1  Rus. 

but  also  of  the  devise  of  the  money  to  arise  from  the  sale.  ^ ' 

62.  Even  an  agreement  or  covenant  to  convey  lands,  which  Contract  for 
have  been  previously  devised  by  will,  operates  in  equity,  though  ^  ^' 

not  at  law,  as  a  revocation  of  such  devise. 

63.  A  person  devised  six  houses  to  his  wife;  afterwards  the  Rider v.Wager, 
testator,  by  articles,  covenanted,  in  consideration  of  the  marriage  ^  P- Wm».32B. 
of  his  eldest  daughter,  to  settle  a  moiety  of  his  real  estate  on 

her.  Lord  King  held,  that  though  this  was  but  a  covenant,  and 
therefore  did  not,  at  law,  revoke  the  will ;  yet  it  being  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  was,  in  equity,  tantamount  to  a  convey- 
ance; and  consequently  a  revocation  of  the  will. 

64.  In  a  subsequent  case  it  is  said  by  Lord  King,  that  though  Cotter  v.  Layer, 
a  covenant  or  articles  do  not,  at  law,  revoke  a  will,  yet  if  entered  nis.p  . 
into  for  a  valuable  consideration,  amounting  in  equity  to  a  con- 
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veyance,  they  must  cooeequently  be  an  equitable  revocation  of 
a  will. 

66.  In  a  modern  case  Lord  Rosslyn  held^  that  an  agreement 
for  a  partition  operated  as  a  revocation  of  a  devise ;  and  said, 
that  where  an  estate  was  devised  specifically,  and  was  afterwards 
sold  by  the  testator  by  a  contract  executory,  the  estate  went 
from  the  devisee.  And  Sir  Wm.  Grant  held,  that  a  covenant  to 
surrender  copyhold  estates  operated  as  a  revocation  in  equity  of 
a  prior  will. 

66.  In  all  cases  of  this  kind  the  legal  estate  passes  by  the  will 
to  the  devisee ;  but  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  compel  him  to 
convey  it  to  the  person  entitled  under  the  equitable  agree- 
ment. 

67.  [If  the  contract  for  sale  be  binding  on  the  testator,  it  will 
be  equally  a  revocation  of  the  prior  will,  though  the  contract  be 
rescinded  after  the  testator's  decease. 

68.  Thus  where  a  testator  subsequently  to  the  making  of  his 
will  contracted  to  sell  certain  estates  in  Virginia  and  Maryland, 
and  the  contract  was  after  his  death  declared  void,  by  a  court  of 
judicature  in  the  United  States,  on  account  of  the  non-payment  of 
the  price  by  the  vendee.  On  the  bill,  filed  by  the  devisee  against 
the  testator's  heir  at  law.  Sir  William  Grant,  M.  R.  held  that 
the  contract  being  valid  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  was  a  revo- 
cation ;  his  honour  observing  that  it  was  not  alleged  that  the 
vendor  had  not  a  title.] 

69  Even  an  intended  alienation  of  an  estate  previously  de- 
vised, which  fails  of  taking  effect  for  want  of  some  formality  in 
the  instrument,  has  been  held  to  operate  as  a  revocation  of  the 
devise.  Thus  a  feofiment  without  livery,  a  bargain  and  sale,  not 
enrolled,  and  a  defective  recovery,  have  been  held  to  be  revoca- 
tions of  prior  devises ;  because  such  intended  alienations  were 
considered  as  proofs  of  an  alteration  of  intention. 

70.  It  was  certified  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  to  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  in  a  modern  case,  that  a  deed  intended  to 
operate  as  an  appointment  to  uses,  but  not  sufficient  for  that 
purpose,  may  have  the  effect  of  revoking  a  will,  if  the  party 
appear  to  have  had  that  intention,  (a) 

(a)  [The  case  of  Shove  v.  Pincke  can  scarcely  be  deemed  an  authority  for  the  point 
for  which  it  is  cited  by  the  author :  since  there,  although  the  deed  was  not  valid  as  an 
appointment,  k  was  held  good  either  as  a  grant  or  covenant  to  ttand  $emd,  and  therefore 
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71.  An  alienation  to  a  trustee^  without  any  intention  of  de-  Alienation  to 

the  use  c 
testator. 


parting  with  the  estate ;  and  though  the  alienor  take  back  the  ****  "**  °^  ^ 


old  use,  has  been  held  to  operate  as  a  revocation  of  a  prior  de- 
vise ;  because^  in  such  a  case,  there  is  an  interruption  of  the 
seisin ;  and  also  because  a  presumption^  in  favour  of  the  heir  at 
hw,  arises  from  the  alienation,  that  there  was  an  alteration  in 
the  intention  of  the  testator. 

72.  Thus  it  was  determined  in  Michaelmas,  44  Edw.  3.,  that  l>yer,  143  b. 
where  a  man  seised  in  fee  of  lands,  devisable  by  custom,  made 

his  will,  he  having  then  two  sons,  and  upon  their  death,  aliened 
the  land  in  fee,  and  took  back  an  estate  in  fee ;  the  will  was 
thereby  revoked. 

73.  Lord  Lincoln  made  his  will,  by  which  he  devised  all  his  Lincoln's  case, 
estates  to  the  person  to  whom  his  title  was  to  descend:  after-  show.  Pari. 
wards  conceiving  that  he  should  marry  a  certain  lady,  though  * 

the  lady  never  had  any  such  intention,  he  conveyed  his  estate  by 
lease  and  release  to  trustees,  in  consideration  of  his  intended 
marriage,  to  the  use  of  himself  and  his  heirs,  until  the  marriage 
should  take  effect,  and  then,  as  to  part,  for  his  intended  wife.  Sec. 
No  marriage  ever  took  place,  and  Lord  Lincoln  died. 

It  was  decreed  that  this  conveyance  operated  as  a  revocation 
of  the  will :  and  the  decree  was  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords.  3  Atk.  sod. 
It  is  said  that  the  Judges  were  equally  divided  in  this  case ;  and  Doug.  695. 
that  all  the  Lords  voted.     Lord  Mansfield  has  said  of  it, — ''The 
absurdity  of  Lord  Lincoln's  case  is  shocking;  however,  it  is 
now  law." 

74.  A.  by  his  will,  dated  in  1708,  gave  several  pecuniary  and  Pollen  v. 
specific  legacies,  and  then  gave  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  x  Cas.  £q. 
B.,  on  condition  he  took  the  name  of  A.     Afterwards  A.  toge-  i^'  *!?• , 

'  °       7  Bro.  Pari. 

ther  with  J.  S.  his  trustee,  by  lease  and  release,  conveyed  several  Ca.  438. 
manors  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life, 
and  that  the  trustees  and  their  heirs  should  execute  such  con- 
veyances thereof  as  A.  by  writing  under  his  hand  and  seal,  or  by 
his  last  will,  should  appoint.  The  testator  died  without  altering 
or  revoking  his  said  will,  or  making  any  appointment  touching 
his  real  estate. 

it  was  of  course  a  lerocation.  See  per  Lord  Eldon,  in  exparte  the  Earl  of  Ilchester, 
7  Vcs.  374.  The  author's  proposition,  s.  69,  is  however  established  by  the  cases  cited 
in  the  maigin.] 
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AlieDation  to 
strengthen  the 
devise. 


Hussey's  case, 
Moo.  789. 
1  Roll.  Ab. 
614. 


Lutwich  V. 
Mittoo,  I  Roll. 
Ab.  614. 


Hicks  V.  Mors, 
Amb.  215. 
Tit.  32.  c.  12. 


Fine  ind  le- 
coveiy. 


Disterv.Dister, 
3  Lev.  106. 


Marwood  V. 

Turner, 

3  P.  Wms.  163. 
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It  was  decreed  that  the  lease  and  release  was  a  revocation  of 
the  will ;  and  the  decree  was  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords. 

75.  An  alienation  made  for  the  sole  purpose  of  strengthening, 
or  giving  effect  to  a  previous  devise,  has  notwithstanding  been 
held  to  operate  as  a  revocation  of  it,  on  account  of  the  interrup- 
tion of  the  seisin  ;  for  in  such  a  case,  no  alteration  of  intention 
could  be  presumed,  (a) 

76.  A  bastard  made  his  will,  and  thereby  devised  a  certain 
manor.  He  afterwards  made  a  feoffment  of  the  same  manor,  to 
the  use  of  such  persons,  and  for  such  estates,  as  he  had  already 
declared  by  his  will.  It  was  adjudged  that  this  feoffment  was  a 
revocation  of  the  will. 

77.  A  person  covenanted  by  indenture  to  levy  a  fine,  to  the 
use  of  such  persons  as  he  should  nominate  by  bis  will.  He 
then  made  a  will,  by  which  he  devised  the  lands  to  certain  per- 
sons ;  and  afterwards  levied  a  fine  in  pursuance  of  the  covenant 
It  was  agreed  that  the  fine  operated  as  a  revocation  of  the  will ; 
but  in  this  and  the  preceding  case,  the  will  was  held  to  be  a 
good  declaration  of  the  uses  of  the  fine. 

78.  Where  a  person  who  had  devised  his  lands,  afterwards 
levied  a  fine,  or  suffered  a  recovery  of  them,  these  acts  operated 
as  a  revocation  of  the  devise. 

79.  A  tenant  in  tail  made  his  will,  whereby  he  devised  certain 
lands  ;  and  afterwards,  by  bargain  and  sale  enrolled,  conveyed 
the  same  to  a  tenant  to  the /^reectpe,  .against  whom  a  common 
recovery  was  suffered,  with  voucher  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  to  the 
use  of  himself  in  fee.  It  was  determined  that  the  recovery 
operated  as  a  revocation  of  the  will. 

80.  Sir  H.  Turner  being  seised  of  a  considerable  estate  in  tail 
male^  with  remainder  to  himself  in  fee,  and  having  no  son,  made 
his  will,  by  which  he  devised  his  estate  to  his  nephew,  (who 
was  not  his  heir,)  in  strict  settlement.  Afterwards  Sir  H.  Tur- 
ner suffered  a  common  recovery  of  this  estate,  to  the  use  of  him- 
self in  fee.  Upon  the  back  of  the  will  was  written,  this  is  my 
will;  and  afterwards,  but  not  now  so  intended. 

(a)  [In  Hodges  v.  Green,  4  Russ.  28.  Sir  John  Leach,  M.  R.  decided  that  a 
conveyance  of  an  estate  to  trustees  upon  trast  to  sell  for  payment  of  a  mortgage  thereon, 
and  other  schedule  debts  was  not  a  revocation  of  a  prior  will,  because  it  declared  that 
the  surplus  monies  arising  from  the  sale  should  be  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  and 
that  was  not  a  purpose  beyond  the  payment  of  debts,  so  as  to  revoke  the  will,  but  was  a 
mere  expression  of  that  which  would  be  a  consequence  of  law  from  the  execution  of  the 
trust] 
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It  was  determined  that  the  recovery,  and  the  declaration  of 
the  uses  of  it  to  Sir  H.  Turner  and  his  heirs,  being  subsequent 
to  the  willy  and  inconsistent  therewith,  as  declaring  the  estates 
should  go  to  his  heir  at  law,  and  not  to  his  devisee,  operated  as 
a  revocation  of  the  will.  And  it  was  observed  that  a  common 
recovery,  as  it  is  a  solemn  conveyance  upon  record,  and  stronger 
than  a  feoffment,  must  needs  be  a  revocation :  the  recovery 
being  suffered  by  the  tenant  in  tail,  plainly  gains  an  absolute  fee, 
derived  out  of  the  estate  tail,  and  which  fee  was  never  devised  ; 
consequently  it  must  be  even  stronger  than  the  case  where  a 
man,  having  lands,  devises  them,  and  afterwards  makes  a  feoff- 
ment of  them ;  though  to  the  use  of  himself  and  his  heirs,  and 
though  this  be  the  old  use,  yet  according  to  the  several  cases  in 
1  RolL  Ab.  614.  it  is  a  revocation ;  and  the  case  of  Dister  v. 
Dister  was  cited  as  exactly  in  point 

81.  It  was  agreed  by  marriage  articles,  that  the  wife's  estate.  Parsons  v. 
whereof  she  was  tenant  in  tail,  should  be  conveyed  to  the  bus*  3  Atk.  741. 
band  in  fee*  Subsequent  to  the  marriage,  the  husband  devised 
those  lands,  and  afterwards  the  husband  and  wife  suffered  a  re- 
covery of  them,  to  such  uses  and  for  such  estates  as  they  should 
jointly  appoint;  and  in  default  of  appointment,  to  the  use  of  the 
husband  and  his  heirs.    "No  appointment  was  made. 

It  was  decreed  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  that  the  will  was  revoked 
by  the  recovery.  And  he  said, — "  It  is  admitted  that  if  the  tes-  MS.  Rep. 
tator  had  been  seised  in  fee,  at  the  date  of  the  will,  and  had 
afterwards  suffered  a  recovery,  that  would  have  been  a  revoca- 
tion ;  and  yet  the  objection  would  have  held  equally  there,  of 
the  alteration  being  made  only  for  the  particular  purpose  to  en- 
able him  and  his  wife  to  dispose,  without  any  other  Conn  of  .con- 
veyance.   There  are  a  great  variety  of  cases,  and  nice  and  arti- 

• 

ficial distinctions,  upon  the  favour  to  the  heir:  one  rule,  bow-, 
ever,  is  certain,  that  if  a  man  is  seised  in  fee,  and  disposes  by. 
will,  and  afterwards  makes  a  conveyance,  taking  back  a. new 
estate,  that  is  a  revocation.  So  if  he  devises  the  land,  and  levies 
a  fine  without  any  use  declared  ;  this  is  a  revocation ;  and  yet 
be  takes  back  the  old  use  unaltered ;  which  is  a  prodigious 
stioBg  case/' 

82.  Vincent  Darley  being  seised  of  several  real  estates  for  his  Dariey  v. 
life,  with  the  reversion  in  fee  in  himself,  made  his  will,  by  which  i\inb.653. 
he  devised  them  to  Mr,  Langworthy  in  strict  settlement ;  some  ^  ^^**^  ^•^- 

VOL.   VI.  II 
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See  also  Lane    years  after,  the  testator  suffered  a  common  recovery  of  the  estates 
10  £„t^  241.     devised,  to  the  use  of  himself  in  fee. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  will  was  revoked  by  the  reco- 
very. The  Court  of  Chancery  ordered  a  case  to  be  stated  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  upon  the  following  ques- 
tion : — "  Whether  the  deed  executed,  and  the  recovery  suffered 
by  Vincent  Darley,  was  a  revocation  of  the  will." 

The  case  having  been  fully  argued  before  that  Court,  Lord 
Ch.  J.  Wilmot  said,  there  were  a  great  many  determinations 
touching  the  revocation  of  wills,  and  very  nice  artificial  distinc- 
tions were  made  in  favour  of  heirs  at  law.  It  seemed  to  be  clear, 
from  the  latest  determinations  upon  the  subject,  that  if  a  man 
seised  in  fee,  made  his  will,  and  devised ;  and  afterwards  con- 
veyed by  recovery,  fine,  feoffment,  release.  Sic.,  and  took  back 
the  same,  or  a  different  estate,  it  should  amount  to  a  revocation. 
The  reason  was,  that  it  must  be  presumed  he  intended  to  alter 
his  will. 
The  Court  certified  their  opinion,  that  the  deeds  executed  and 
3  Bro.  Pari.       the  recovery  suffered  by  Vincent  Darley,  were  a  revocation  of 

his  will.    Lord  Camden  decreed  accordingly ;  and  the  House  of 
Lords  affirmed  the  decree,  as  to  this  point. 
Ante,  c.  3.  83.  In  the  case  of  Selwyn  v.  Selwyn,  which  has  been  stated 

in  a  former  chapter,  the  will,  though  made  before  the  return-day 
Tit.  36.  of  the  writ  of  entry,  on  which  the  recovery  was  suffered,  and 

Hep?  401.    ^  ^  which  it  had  relation,  was  held  not  to  be  revoked  by  the 

recovery ;  because  the  bargain  and  sale  and  recovery  ought  to 

be  considered  as  one  transaction,  and  as  constituting  one  whole, 

by  reference  to  its  inception. 

Doe  o.  Dilnot,       84.  It  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  upon  a  motion 

^iLV^i.    ^^^  ^  ^^^  ^^^^'  ^^^  where  a  testator  levied  a  fine  to  such  uses 

401.  as  he  should  appoint,  by  deed  or  will ;  a  prior  will  was  thereby 

lovoked. 
Anjconttj'         85.  The  doctrine  of  presumptive  and  constructive  revocations 

a  nee  inconsii* 

tent  with  the  appears  to  have  been  carried  much  too  far;  and  has  been  disap- 
^''^  proved  of  by  the  ablest  judges  of  modern  times.    Lord  Mans- 

3  Bun.  1491.    fi^d  has  observed,  that  constructive  revocations,  contrary  to  the 

intention  of  the  testator,  ought  not  to  be  indulged ;  and  that 
some  overstrained  resolutions  of  that  sort  had  brought  a  scandal 

Dong.  R.  722.  on  the  law ;  and  on  another  occasion  be  said — '^  All  revocations 

B^mf^*^'    which  are  not  agreeable  to  the  intention  of  the  testator^  are 
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foanded  on  artificial  and  absurd  reasoning."  It  is  however  now 
fally  settled,  that  wherever  a  person  who  has  devised  an  estate, 
afterwards  makes  any  alteration  in  it,  by  any  mode  of  convey- 
ance whatever,  inconsistent  with  the  preceding  devise ;  or  by 
which  the  estate  devised  becomes  in  any  respect  different  from 
what  it  was  before ;  such  an  alienation  will  operate  as  a  revoca- 
tion of  the  prior  devise. 

86.  By  articles  made  in  1777,  previous  to  marriage,  the  Duke  Brydges  v. 
of  Chandos  covenanted,  that  he  would,  within  six  months  after  2  VoL^un. 
the  marriage,  cause  several  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  to  be  ^^''* 
conveyed  to  him,  to  the  intent  that  the  duchess  might  become 
entitled  to  dower  thereout;  and  also  that  he  would,  within 
twelve  months  after  the  marriage,  and  after  such  conveyances, 
settle  the  said  estates,  subject  to  dower,  to  the  use  of  himself  for 
life,  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders ; 
remainder,  after  the  decease  of  the  duke  and  duchess,  to  other 
trustees  for  a  term  of  years,  to  raise  portions  for  younger  children ; 
remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  marriage  in  tail  male; 
remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  the  duke.  The  marriage  took 
efiSect;  and  the  duke  by  his  will,  dated  January  9th,  1780,  con- 
finned  the  articles,  and  devised  all  the  estates  which  he  had 
agreed  to  settle,  in  case  of  failure  of  issue  male  of  the  marriage, 
to  the  duchess  for  life ;  remainder  to  his  daughters,  as  tenants 
in  common  in  tail,  with  several  remainders  over. 

Afterwards  (in  October  1780,)  the  duke  executed  a  settlement, 

purporting  to  be  in  pursuance  and  performance  of  the  articles, 

by  which  he  granted  and  released  all  the  estates  comprised  in 

the  articles  to  trustees,  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life ;  remainder, 

as  to  part,  to  the  use  of  the  duchess  for  life;  and  as  to  another 

part,  for  securing  a  jointure  of  2000/.  a-year  to  the  duchess; 

remainder  to  trustees  for  a  term  of  1000  years,  to  secure  portions 

for  younger  children,  nearly  as  in  the  articles ;  remainder  to 

the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  marriage,  remainder  to  the  duke 

in  fee.     Lord  Loughborough  said,  that  a  court  of  equity  could 

not  adopt  di£rerent  rules  respecting  the  transmission  of  estates, 

from  those  established  at  law.    That  the  settlement  being  in 

many  points  inconsistent  with  the  articles,  and  also  with  the 

will,  must  be  deemed  a  revocation  of  the  will. 

On  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  the  following  reasons  7  Bro.  Pari. 
were  assigned  in  support  of  the  appellant :  I.  Because  the  settle* 

h2 
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ment  being  executed  in  consequence  of  the  articles  by  which  thd 
duke  was  bound  to  make  a  conveyance  of  his  estates,  ought  not 
to  be  considered  as  a  distinct  and  independent  deed,  but  as  form- 
ing part  of  the  same  conveyance  with  the  articles,  which  bore 
date  antecedent  to  the  will ;  and  therefore  could  not  be  deemed 
a  revocation  of  it.     II.  Because,  by  expressly  referring  to  the 
articles,  and  professing  to  carry  them  into  effect*  the  settlement 
clearly  marked  and  defined  the  object  which  the  parties  had  in 
view,  and  excluded  every  possible  idea  of  an  intention  to  revoke 
the  will ;  and  though  the  rule  were  generally  true,  that  any  con* 
veyance  after  the  execution  of  a  will,  whereby  the  nature  of  the 
estate  which  the  devisor  had  in  him  at  the  time  of  making  the 
will  was  altered,  operated  as  a  revocation  of  such  prior  will ;  yet 
it  was  submitted  that  such  rule  did  not  apply  at  all  to  a  case 
circumstonced  as  the  present ;  or  if  it  did,  that  there  were  many 
exceptions  to  that  rule,  grounded  on  the  nature  and  tendency  of 
the  conveyance,  with  refbrence  to  the  intention  of  the  testator, 
manifested  thereby.     If  the  principle  of  revocation  was  founded 
merely  on  the  alteration  in  the  plight  of  the  estate,  it  could  ad- 
mit of  none  of  those  exceptions  which  had  actually  been  adopted 
in  the  case  of  conveyances  in  fee,  by  way  of  mortgage,  or  in 
trust  for  payment  of  debts  or  particular  charges  subsequent  to 
the  execution  of  a  will*  and  which  had  been  held  only  a  revo- 
Infra.  cation  pro  tanto.    These  depended  entirely  on  the  nature  find 

design  of  such  conveyances ;  and  if  so,  the  settlement  in  ques- 
tion appeared  to  fall  directly  within  the  same  principle.  IIL 
Because  the  duke's  will  referred  in  express  terms  to  the  articles, 
and  disposed  only  of  such  estates  and  interests  as  were  not 
txiund  thereby ;  and  it  seemed  unreasonable  to  say,  that  a  deed 
for  carrying  those  articles  into  effect,  and  which  the  duke  must 
hav«  had  in  contemplation  at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  shonld 
totally  revoke  the  dispositions  contained  in  that  will ;  althoogk 
made  with  reference  to  ulterior  objects,  not  within  the  articles  or 

In  sttp|x>rt  of  the  decree,  the  following  were  some  of  the  rea- 
sons Msigned.  Because  the  testator,  after  making  his  will,  con^ 
veyed  and  departed  with  the  whole  of  the  estate  which  he  had,  in 
the  lands  comprised  in  those  deeds,  at  the  time  of  making  his  will« 
and  passed  that  estate  to  others  in  fee»  declaring  the  use  to  him- 
self for  life,  with  limitations  thereon*  and  limiting  the  ultimate 
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vse  to  himself  in  fee  simple ;  and  it  had  been  settled,  by  a  series 
of  decisions,  which  could  not  be  impeached  without  destroying 
all  security  of  title,  that  the  conveyance  of  the  entire  fee  simple 
of  lands  to  uses,  was  a  revocation  of  a  prior  will  of  such  lands; 
and  that  the  use  limited  to  the  grantor  himself  by  such  oonvey- 
snce  would  not  pass  by  such  will,  without  a  republication  thereof, 
but  would  descend  to  his  heir  at  law ;  except  in  certain  cases, 
bounded  by  certain  rules. 

It  had  been  contended,  that  though  the  settlement  was  a  re- 
vocation at  law,  it  was  not  so  in  equity :  or  that  in  equity  the 
devisees  had  a  right  to  make  the  heir  a  trustee  for  them.  Lord 
Hardwicke,  in  Parsons  v.  Freeman,  had  said,  and  the  rule  was  3  Aa.  748. 
unquestionably  established,  that  the  same  conveyance  which 
would  be  a  revocation  of  a  devise  of  a  legal  estate,  would  be 
equally  a  revocation  of  a  devise  of  an  equitable  estate ;  and  that 
it  would  be  very  dangerous  to  property  to  hold  it  otherwise. 
If,  therefore,  the  conveyance  in  question  was  a  revocation  of  the 
devise  at  law,  what  equity  could  there  be  to  set  up  the  revoked 
legal  devise,  against  the  heir,  in  favour  of  the  devisee ;  or  for 
declaring  the  heir  a  trustee  for  the  devisee ;  which  would  be 
in  effect  to  convert  what  was  a  legal  devise,  into  an  equitable 
devise,  merely  because  it  was  revoked ;  and  therefore  of  no  force 
as  a  legal  devise. 

The  decree  was  affirmed- 

87.  Sir  Thomas  Cave,  by  articles  dated  December  13th,  1790,  Goodutle  «. 
entered  into  previous  to  his  marriage  with  Lady  Lucy  Sherrard,  7t^'.R.399. 
agreed  to  make  a  provision  for  his  intended  wife,  and  the  issue 
of  the  marriage,  out  of  certain  estates.  Sir  Thomas  Cave  made 
his  will,  dated  March  13th,  1791,  by  which  he  devised  his  es- 
tates, in  case  he  should  die  without  issue  of  his  body,  to  his 
uade,  the  Rev.  Charles  Cave,  and  his  issue  male,  in  strict  set- 
tlement. Afterwards,  by  deeds  of  lease  and  release,  dated  in 
May  1791,  reciting  the  intended  marriage,  and  that  SirT.  C. 
had  agreed,  upon  the  treaty  for  the  said  marriage,  to  settle  a 
jointure  upon  Lady  Lucy,  in  consideration  of  the  marriage  and 
of  the  fortune  of  Lady  Lucy,  he  conveyed  the  estates  in  question 
to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  re* 
mainder  to  the  intent  that  Lady  Lucy  might  receive  an  annuity 
of  600/. a  year  for  life,  as  a  jointure,  and  iu  bar  of  dower;  re^ 
mainder  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  marriage,  in 
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tail  male ;  remainder  to  Sir  T.  C.  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.  And 
by  other  deeds  of  lease  and  release  Sir  T.  Cave  conveyed  other  es- 
tates to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to  the  intent  that  Lady  Lucy  might 
receive  an  additional  jointure,  with  a  limitation  to  trustees  for  500 
years,  for  better  securing  it,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  Sir  T« 
Cave  in  fee.    The  marriage  took  place,  and  in  about  six  months. 
Sir  T.  Cave  died,  without  issue ;  leaving  Sarah  Otway  his  heir 
at  law.    A  question  arose  in  a  suit  of  Chancery,  between  the 
devisee  and  the  heir  at  law  of  Sir  T.  Cave,  whether  the  first  and 
.   second  deeds  of  lease  and  release  operated  as  a  revocation  of  the  wilL 
By  consent,  the  parties  were  ordered  to  proceed  to  a  trial  at 
the  bar  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  where  a  special  verdict 
vk!e  1  R<r.  &    was  found,  stating  the  above  facts.    The  Judges  delivered  their 

Pull«576«  ..  ...  ^,  .,  1.^  , 

opmions  sertaltm  on  the  special  verdict,  and  were  unanimous, 
that  the  first  deeds  of  lease  and  release  operated  as  a  revocation 
of  the  will,  as  to  the  lands  comprised  therein.  And  three  of  the 
Judges  thought  the  second  deeds  of  lease  and  release  had  the 
same  effect;  but  Lord  Chief  Justice  Eyre  was  of  opinion,  that 
they  did  not  operate  as  a  revocation. 

A  writ  of  error  was  brought  from  this  judgment  in  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench,  when  Lord  Kenyon  began  by  observing,  that 
the  marriage  settlement  executing  the  articles,  and  on  which  the 
principal  question  depended,  limited  the  reversion  in  fee  to  Sir 
T.  C.  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever ;  therefore  the  whole  use 
Ante.  was  disposed  of  some  way  or  other.    He  then  stated  the  cases 

of  Parsons  v.  Freeman,  and  Sparrow  v.  Hardcastle ;  and  observed, 
that  the  doctrine  which  Lord  Hardwicke  wished  to  establish,  was 
this ;  that  any  alteration  of  the  estate,  or  conveyance  to  uses, 
after  making  the  will,  though  the  old  use  remained,  which  was 
the  case  here,  was  in  law  a  revocation  of  the  will.  That  sup- 
posing in  this  case  Sir  T.  C.  had  merely  made  a  conveyance  to 
the  use  of  himself  and  his  heirs  for  ever,  that  would  undoubtedly 
have  operated  as  a  revocation  of  his  will ;  then  could  the  other 
uses  to  which  he  conveyed  the  estate  make  any  alteration.  He 
said  it  had  been  supposed  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that 
the  case  of  Brydges  v.  Chandos  proceeded  on  equitable  princi- 
ples; but  he  knew  that  the  Lord  Chancellor  meant  by  that 
decision  to  confirm  the  doctrine  established  by  Lord  Hardwicke. 
He  concluded  by  saying,  "  I  do  not  enter  into  the  reasons  upon 
which  all  the  cases  have  been  determined ;  because  the  best  rule 
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is  i/are  decisis.  Bat  my  opinion  is  formed  upon  the  authority  of 
all  the  cases  from  the  time  of  Lord  Roller  Such  were  the 
opinions  of  Lord  Trevor,  Lord  Hardwicke,  and  Lord  Mansfield ; 
the  latter  of  whom,  though  finding  fault  with  former  decisions, 
thought  himself  fettered  by  the  authorities.  I  take  it  therefore 
that  the  law  of  the  land  is  now  clearly  and  indisputably  fixed, 
if  at  any  time  it  can  be  fixed  ;  that  where  the  whole  estate  is 
couTeyed  away  to  uses,  though  the  ultimate  reversion  of  it 
comes  back  again  to  the  grantor  by  the  same  instrument,  it 
operates  as  a  revocation  of  a  prior  will.  That  being  the  law,  I 
am  bound,  how  unfortunate  soever  it  may  be  in  this  case«  to  give 
my  opinion  in  favour  of  the  defendant ;  and  consequently  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  C.  B^  must  be  affirmed." 

The  cause  coming  on  again  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  upon  the  ^^  ^"°' 
equity  reserved,  the  Court  was  clearly  of  opinion,  that  the  will 
was  revoked  in  equity,  as  well  as  at  law,  and  decreed  accordingly. 
And  on  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  the  decree  was  affirmed* 

88.  It  was  resolved  in  a  modern  case,  that  a  devise  was  re-  Exchange. 
voked  by  an  exchange;  though  the  land  after  the  death  of  the  viaor/°*^* 
devisor,  was  restored  to  his  heir,  under  an  arrangement,  in  con-  ®  ^^*  ^^* 
sequence  of  a  defect  discovered  in  the  title  of  the  other  party  to 

the  exchange. 

89.  In  the  case  of  a  revocation  by  the  execution  of  convey-  Parol  evidence 

.     not  admissible* 

ance  of  lands,  subsequent  to  a  devise  of  them,  parol  evidence  is 
not  admissible  to  prove  that  the  testator  meant  his  will  should 
remain  in  force,  and  unrevoked  by  the  subsequent  conveyance. 

90.  In  Goodtitle  u.  Otway,  the  plaintiff  went  into  evidence,  2  Ves.  Jun. 
in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  of  the  testator's  conversations  with 

his  lady  and  the  attorney  who  prepared  all  the  instruments,  to 
show  the  motives  for  making  the  will ;  and  that  the  testator  had 
no  intention  to  revoke  it ;  and  after  the  marriage  referred  to  it 
as  his  will.  But  the  Lord  Chancellor  was  clearly  of  opinion, 
that  the  parol  evidence,  being  evidence  of  a  republication,  if  any 
thing,  could  not  be  received.  That  if  the  deed  did  not  affect 
the  will  at  law,  it  was  out  of  the  question :  if  it  did,  he  could 
not  set  op  the  will  again  by  parol  evidence. 

91.  Upon  the  trial  at  bar  of  the  above  case,  in  the  Court  of  2  H.  Black. 

£16. 

<d)  [See  also  Vawser  v.  Jeffrey,  16  Ves.  519.    7  Bio.  P.  C.  503.    S.  C.  3  Russ. 
479.    BaYlii»v«Baigi8>2  Ves.&B.382.    Hodges  v.  Green,  4  Boss.  28.] 
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Commoo  Pleas,  the  same  evidence  was  offered ;  but  the  Court 
refused  to  admit  it,       .    . 

Lord  Chief  Justice  Eyre  said»  it  wasmauifest  from  the  opening, 
that  it  was  intended  to  be  insisted  on,  that  by  the  necessary 
operation  of  the  conveyances  used.  Sir  T«  C.  lost  his  old  estate, 
upon  which  the  will  operated*  and  took  a  new  one.    If  so,  the 
consequence  was,  that  though  there  were  the  clearest  demonstra- 
tion that  it  was  his  intent,  that  the  will  should  operate  upon  it^ 
the  law  said  it  should  not ;  and  by  that  law  they  were  bound* 
If  this  was  a  case  of  that  kind,  it  was  a  case  that  would  dis- 
appoint the  will,  even  admitting  the  clearest  intention  that  it 
should  not.    All  evidence  therefore  of  intent  seemed  to  him 
entirely  foreign  to  the  question :  all  such  evidence  therefore  must 
be  rejected ;  and  the  question  tried  upon  its  true  legal  grounds. 
Mr.  J.  BuUer  observed,  that  in  order  to  determine  whether 
the  evidence  was  or  was  not  admissible,  the  Court  was  to  con- 
sider to  whom  it  was  to  be  applied.    If  the  question  was,  whe- 
ther the  testator  was  incapacitated,  or  the  instructions  given 
were  duly  followed,  the  evidence  would  be  admissible.     But 
here  the  end  proposed  by  it  was,  to  show  that  the  deeds  should 
have  a  different  construction  from  that  which  the  words  im- 
ported.   That  there  was  a  great  difference  between  cases  which 
depended  on  circumstances,  and  those  which  depended  on  the 
solemn  acts  done  by  the  party  himself;  and  that  distinction 
Ante.  supported  the  ease  of  Brady  v.  Cubitt.    There  was  no  act  in 

that  case  done  by  the  testator,  importing  that  he  meant  to  re- 
voke his  will,  or  change  it  in  any  respect ;  but  changes  having 
happened  in  his  family  by  marriage,  and  the  birth  of  a  child, 
there  was  a  presumption  of  revocation;  and  therefore  it  was  to 
answer  that  presumption,  that  the  Court  received  parol  evidence. 
But  he  could  not  tind,  from  any  one  case  quoted  at  the  bar,  that 
the  Court  had  received  parol  evidence  in  the  case  of  a  deed  exe- 
'  cuted  by  the  party  himsdf,  with  a  view  of  altering  the  construc- 
.  tion  of  the  instrument. 
FnuduientcoD- .     92.  A  Conveyance  obtained  by  fraud  will  not  operate  as  a  re- 
a  rerocation.      vocation  of  a  prior  devise  ;  because  when  such  a  conveyance  is 

set  aside,  it  is  considered  as  a  mere  nullity,  and  of  as  little  effect 
as  if  it  had  never  been  made, 
Hawesv.  93«  Francis  Hawes  being  seised  of  a  reversion  in  fee,  subjec 

3^ro.c.c.i66.  to  ^^^  ^^^^  interest  of  his  fiither,  made  his  will,  and  thereby  dis> 
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posed  of  it.  The  testator's  father  afterwards  obtained  from  him  vide  6  Ves. 
a  cooveyance  of  bis  reversion  by  fraud.  The  Court  of  Chancery,  ^^y^  283. 
having  directed  the  deed  to  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  said  2  Cox  R.  263. 

.         "Wnght  V. 

it  was  no  deed ;  and  therefore  could  not  operate  as  a  revocation  Littler, 

0fthewiU.(«)  3  Burr.  1244. 

94.  A  mere  alteration  of  the  quality  of  an  estate,  without  any  Nor  an  aitera- 
rotention  of  varying  the  quantity  of  the  interest*  or  the  disposing  qu^L  of'the 
power  of  the  owner,  will  not  operate  as  a  revocation  of  a  preceding  ^^^^^ 
devise.  .  . 

95.  Thos  where  a  man  having  feoffees  to  his  use,  before  the  1  Holi.  Ab. 

filfS     Til     *i 

statute  27  Hen.  8«,  devised  the  lands  to  another,  and  afterwards 

the  feo£fees  made  a  feoffment  of  the  land  to  the  use  of  the 

devisor ;  it  was  agreed  that  this  feoffment  did  not  operate  as  a  sug.  Pow.  155. 

revocation  of  the  devise:  for  after  the  feoffment,  the  devisor  had  *m note. Ed. 6. 

the  same  use  as  before. 

96*  It  follows  from  this  case,  that  the  acquisition  of  the  legal 
estate  alone,  will  not  operate  as  a  revocation  of  a  devise.    Thus 
Lord  Hudwicke  has  said^  that  where  a  man  has  an  equitable  3  Atk.  749. 
interest  in  fee  in  an  estate,  and  afterwards  takes  a  conveyance  of 
the  legal  estate,  to  the  same  uses ;  this  is  no  revocation. 

97.  G.  Jones  by  articles,  in  consideration  of  marriage,  cove-  WiUiam  ». 
nanted  to  convey  all  his  real  estates  to  trustees,  to  the  use  of  2  Ves.'jan. 
himself  for  life,  remainder  in  trust  to  secure  an  annuity  to  his  ^^^* 
intended  wife  for  life,  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of 
the  marriage  in  tail,  remainder  to  the  daughters  in  the  same 
nianner,  remainder  to  his  own  right  heirs.    Some  time  after, 
0.  Jones  devised  all  his  real  estates,  upon  condition  that  he 
shosld  have  no  issue,  to  his  wife  for  life,  with  several  remainders 
over.    Afterwards,  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  O.  Jones, 
in  pursuance  of  the  said  articlet,  and  in  consideration  of  the  said 
marriage,  bargained,  sold,  and  confirmed  to  trustees  and  their 
heirs,  all  his  said  real  estates,  to  hold  to  certain  uses  and 
trusts,  which  were  exactly  the  same  as  those  expressed  in  the 
articles. 

Sir  R.  P.  Arden,  M.  R.  said,  the  simple  question  was,  whe- 
ther a  man  having  an  equitable  estate,  devising  it,  and  taking  to  . 

(a)  [Neither  is  a  wM  conveyance  a  revocation,  Matthews  v.  Venables,  2  Bing.  136. 
See  also  Eilbeck  v.  Wood,  1  Ruas,  564.  But  a  deed  executed  under  circumstances 
vhicb  reader  it  yM  in  equity  and  not  at  law,  is  a  revocation  of  a  prior  will.  Simpson 
r.Wiakcr,5  Sinu  1.]. 
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ftimself  afterwards  nothing  more  than  the  legal  interest  in  that, 
in  which  he  before  had  the  equitable,  has  by  that  simple  act, 
going  no  further,  not  modifying  it,  nor  passing  to  the  devisee 
any  thing  more  than  what  was  before  given,  revoked  his  will. 
He  did  think  that  had  been  decided,  both  in  principle  and  in 
precedent;  but  he  was  not  sure  one  of  the  counsel  was  not  right 
in  saying,  it  had  not  been  exactly  decided.  But  cases  seemed 
to  have  been  taken  for  granted  at  least,  which  completely  proved 
Ante.  it.    It  was  stated  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Parsons  v.  Freeman, 

and  repeated  by  him  in  Sparrow  v.  Hardcastle,  in  which  this 
question,  as  to  the  effect  a  subsequent  deed  would  have  upon  a 
will,  was  much  discussed,  that  taking  the  legal  estate,  after  a 
devise  of  the  equitable  interest,  was  no  revocation ;  and  it  was 
admitted  by  Lord  Loughborough  in  Brydges  t;.  Chandos.  Lord 
Hardwicke  not  only  admitted,  but  seemed  to  consider  it  as  de- 
cided and  acted  upon  :  if  so,  the  case  was  determined,  for  this 
was  nothing  more  than  taking  the  legal  estate  exactly  in  the 
same  manner  as  he  was  before  seised  of  the  equity.  In  Parsons 
i;.  Freeman,  which  he  had  looked  into  very  attentively.  Lord 
Hardwicke  established  this  principle,  that  wherever  the  estate 
is  modified  in  a  manner  different  from  that  in  which  it  stood  at 
the  time  of  making  the  will,  there  is  a  revocation  ;  but  wherever 
the  testator  remains  with  the  same  estate  and  interest  exactly, 
and  disposable  by  the  same  means,  without  any  fresh  modifica- 
tion, there  is  no  revocation,  and  the  testator  will  be  taken  to 
have  passed  to  the  devisee  the  same  interest  he  acquired,  though 
the  one  may  be  legal,  the  other  equitable,  (a) 
Vide  Harmood  Upon  the  whole,  he  considered  that  the  devisor  had  nothing 
6Ve^i.*i99?      but  the  reversion  in  fee;  that  his  acquiring  the  legal  interest 

made  no  difference ;  and  that  the  person  to  whom  the  estate 
was  conveyed,  was  a  trustee  for  the  purposes  of  the  will. 

98.  It  has  been  determined  upon  the  same  principle,  that 
where  a  person  devised  a  copyhold  estate,   and  was  after- 
wards admitted  to  it,  this  did  not  operate  as  a  rerocation  of  the 
devise. 
Roe  0.  Griffits,       99.  B.  North  being  seised  in  fee  of  a  copyhold  estate,  surren- 
s.  c!j.*  B^f  r.   dere<i  ^hc  same,  in  consideration  of  marriage,  to  the  use  of  him- 
^^  self  and  his  heirs,  till  the  solemnization  of  the  marriage ;  then  to 

{a)  In  the  cases  of  Brydges  v.  Chandos,  end  GoodtiUe  v.  Otway,  the  conTeyanoci 
did  not  ponue  the  trticles,  but  went  beyond  them. — NaU  to  former  edition. 
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his  own  use  for  life,  remaiDder  to  his  intended  wife  for  life,  re- 
mainder  to  the  children  of  the  marriage,  remainder  to  the  said 
B*  North  in  fee.  The  marriage  took  effect,  and  the  next  year, 
1725,  B.  North  surrendered  the  premises  to  the  use  of  his  will. 
In  1743,  B.  North  made  his  will,  by  which  he  devised  his  copy- 
hold estates  in  remainder  and  reversion  to  his  wife  in  fee.  In 
the  year  1761,  B.  North  was  admitted  to  the  uses  of  the  marriage 
settlement 

It  was  resolved  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  that  this  ad- 
mission did  not  operate  as  a  revocation  of  the  wiU,  and  that  it 
passed  the  reversion  in  fee. 

100.  In  consequence  of  this  doctrine  it  has  also  been  deter-  Northechaoge 
mined,  that  the  mere  change  of  a  trustee  does  not  operate  as  a 
revocation  of  a  preceding  devise. 

101.  W.  Watts  devised  all  his  real  estates  to  trustees  upon  Watuo. 
certain  trusts ;  he  afterwards  made  a  codicil,  reciting  that,  since  Doug.  71*8. 
the  publication  of  his  will,  he  had  contracted  for  the  purchase  of 
certain  lands ;  and  thereby  directed  the  trustees  and  executors 
named  in  his  will  to  pay  the  purchase-money ;  and  that  the  said 
purchased  premises  should  be  conveyed  to  the  same  uses  as  he 

had  declared  concerning  his  other  estates.  Afterwards  the  tes-« 
tator  himself  completed  the  purchase,  and  took  a  conveyance  of 
the  estates  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  himself  and  his  heirs.  The 
question  was,  whether  the  conveyance  of  the  newly-purchased 
lands  to  the  trustees,  subsequent  to  the  codicil,  was  not  a  revo- 
cation ;  the  testator,  at  the  time  of  making  the  codicil,  having 
only  a  trust  estate,  and  the  vendor  being  a  trustee  for  him ;  so 
that,  before  his  death,  the  legal  estate  was  conveyed  to  other 
trustees. 

Lord  Bath  urst  decreed  there  was  no  revocation;  relying  much 
on  the  general  proposition  laid  down  by  Lord  Hardwicke  in 
Parsons  v.  Freeman.  Ante. 

102.  Sir  J.  Gibbon  having  mortgaged  his  estates  in  fee,  made  Doe  v.  Fou, 
his  will,  by  which  he  devised  them.    Afterwards  he  paid  off  the      "^* 
mortgage,  and  took  a  conveyance  of  the  estate  to  a  trustee  for 
himself.    The  Court  of  King's  Bench  held,  that  this  being  no 

more  than  a  bare  change  of  a  trustee,  the  will  was  not  re^ 
voked. 

103*  A  partition  of  an  estate  between  tenants  in  common  Nor  a  partition* 
does  not  operate  as  a  revocation  of  a  prior  devise^  made  by  one 
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of  the  tenants  of  his  share ;  even  though  such  a  partition  be 
corroborated  by  a  fine. 

104.  One  Temple  and  two  others  were  tenants  in  common ; 
Temple  made  his  will  in  writing  of  his  third  part ;  afterwards, 
by  indenture  and  fine,  a  partition  was  made  between  the  tenants 
in  common ;  and  if  this  partition  was  a  revocation  of  the  will. 
Was  the  question. 

It  seemed  to  all  the  Barons,  Montague,  Littleton,  Thurland, 
and  Bertie,  that  it  was  not  any  revocation.  But  judgment  was 
not  given,  because  the  plaintiff  obtained  leave  to  discontinue  his 
action. 

105.  Dorothy  Kirby,  by  her  will,  taking  notice  that  she  was 
tenant  in  common  with  another  person,  devised  her  moiety  to 
trustees.  She  afterwards,  by  indenture  between  her  and  the 
othe^  tenant  in  common,  covenanted  to  levy  a  fine  of  all  the 
premises,  and  declared  the  uses  thereof,  as  to  certain  farms.  Sec, 
being  one  moiety,  to  Dorothy  Kirby  and  her  heirs ;  and  as  to  the 
other  farms,  Sic.  being  the  other  moiety,  to  the  other  tenant  in 
common  and  her  heirs ;  and  a  fine  was  levied  accordingly.  A  ques- 
tion having  arisen  whether  this  deed  and  fine  operated  as  a  revo- 
cation of  the  will,  the. Lord  Chancellor  referred  it  to  the  Judges 
of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench ;  who  certified  their  opinion, 
that  they  were  not  a  revocation:  with  which  the  Chancellor 
agreed,  and  decreed  accordingly. 

106.  But  where  a  partition  is  made,  and  a  fine  is  levied,  not 
merely  to  establish  the  partition,  but  also  for  another  purpose, 
and  the  estate  in  the  land  is  altered  ;  there  it  will  operate  as  a 
revocation. 

107.  Henry  and  Robert  Tickner  being  seised  of  an  estate  in 
gavelkind,  Robert  devised  his  undivided  moiety  to  his  wife  in 
fee ;  afterwards,  by  deed  of  partition  and  fine,  all  the  gavelkind 
estate  which  Robert  had  devised,  was  allotted  entirely  to  Robert ; 
to  such  uses  as  he  should  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment, 
to  him  in  fee.  Lord  Ch.  J.  Lee,  after  mature  deliberation,  held 
this  transaction  to  be  a  revocation  of  the  will. 

108.  In  May,  1809,  R.  agreed  to  purchase  an  estate ;  by  his 
will,  dated  in  July,  1809,  and  duly  attested,  he  gave  all  his  pro- 
perty to  his  wife  ;  by  deeds  of  lease  and  release,  dated  in  Septem- 
ber, 1809,  the  vendor,  by  the  direction  of  R.,  conveyed  the 
Estate  te  S.,  to  such  uses  as  R«  should,  by  deed  executed  in  the 
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presence  of  two  witnesses,  or  by  will  appoint/subject  thereto,  to 
thenseof  R.  for  bis  life:  and  after  the  determination  of  that  ^wlinsv. 

Burgis, 

estate,  to  the  use  of  S.,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  during  the  life  of  2  Yet.  &  Bea, 
R.  in  trust  for  R.,  and  to  prevent  dower,  with  remainder  to  the 
nse  of  R.y  his  heirs  and  assigns.  R.  died  without  having  repub- 
lished his  will.  It  was  held  by  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  V.  C.  that 
the  conveyance  was  a  revocation  of  the  will,  in  consequence  of 
the  modification  of  the  estate  by  the  introduction  of  a  power  of 
appointment^  and  the  interposition  of  a  trustee,  (a) 

109.  M.  having  verbally  agreed  to  purchase  an  estate,  and  Ward »,  Moore, 
being  in  possession  of  it,  devised  all  his  estates ;  a  conveyance 

was  subsequently  made  to  and  to  the  use  of  M.  and  a  trustee  and 
their  heins  and  assigns,  but  as  to  the  estate  of  the  trustee  in  trust 
for  M.,  his  heirs  and  assigns ;  it  was  held  by  Sir  J.  Leach,  V.  C. 
that  the  subsequent  conveyance  was  not  such  as  was  incident  to 
the  unqudified  equitable  fee,  but  made  an  alteration  jn  the 
quality  of  the  estate,  and  was  therefore  a  revocation. 

110.  A  conveyance  to  have  the  effect  of  revoking  a  prior  de-  Partial  iwoca- 
vise,  must  be  of  the  whole  estate ;  and  co-extensive  with  the 
disposition  made  by  the  will.     For  if  it  be  but  of  a  part  of  the 

estate  it  affects  the  will  no  further  than  that  part  goes.  If  it  is 
of  a  particular  estate  or  interest  only,  it  will  not  operate  as  a 
revocation  of  the  rest.  And  it  has  been  determined,  upon  this 
ground,  that  a  lease  made  of  lands  already  devised  by  will,  <Hily 
operates  as  a  partial  revocation,  or  a  revocation  pro  tanto  of  such 
irifl. 

UK  A  person  devised  his  lands  to  his  eldest  son,  and  after^  ^^^*^°°® 
wards  made  a  lease  of  them,  for  thirty  years,  to  his  second  son,  Cro.Car.23. 
to  begin  after  his  death.     It  was  resolved,  that  this  lease  only  Cok«v.Buliock, 
operated  as  a  partial  revocation  of  the  will,  quoad  the  lease;  for  ^">-Ja*4^- 
both  mieht  well  eland  together.     But  if  the  lease  had  been  J"''®''*-^''' 
made  to  the  devisee,  then  it  would  have  been  a  revocation  ;  be-  Ca.  12. 
cause  the  estates  would  have  been  inconsistent  with  one  another. 

112*    A  person  devised  copyholds  to  A.  for  life,  with  different  Y^^  "' 
remainders  over,  and  bavins  surrendered  them  to  the  use  of  his  3  Bam.  &  Aid. 

.  462 

wiD,  afterwards  in  contemplation  of  marriage  conveyed  his  free-^ 

(a)  [The  better  opinion  seems  to  be,  fhat  if  in  ihe  preceding  case  the  contract  had 
id]pafaited  &at  the  citale  ^umidbe  oonveyed  to  the  pvrcfaaser  in  fee,  or  to  snch  wea  as 
^  shoeld  appoint,  the  conveyance  to  uses  to  bar  dower  would  not  have  operated  as  a 
levocalioa.J 
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hold  and  copyhold  estates  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to  secure  a 
johMon  ^'  jointure  to  his  intended  wife,  and  subject  to  a  term  of  99  years 
1  Cr.&Mee.      for  that  purpose,  to  the  use  of  himself  in  fee  ;  and  surrendered 

his  copyholds  to  these  uses*    The  Court  of  K.  B.  certified  to  the 
Court  of  Chancery  that  this  did  not  amount  to  a  total  revoca- 
tion of  the  will,  but  that  the  devisee  took  the  copyhold  subject 
to  the  charge  created  by  the  settlement. 
?\"*'^S*^^'       '^^*  Although  a  mortgage  in  fee  made  after  the  lands  mort- 
3  Atk.  805.       gaged  were  devised,  be  a  revocation  of  such  devise  at  law,  yet 
in  equity  it  is  only  a  revocation  pro  tanto ;  and  the  equity  will 
pass  to  the  devisee.     Notwithstanding  the  mortgage  happens  to 
Prec.  in  Cha.     [^q  made  to  the  devisee  himself.    The  case  of  Harkness  v.  Bayley 
has  been  supposed  to  establish  a  different  conclusion,  but  that 
5  Vw.  656.       misapprehension  is  now  removed  by  the  authority  of  Baxter 

t?.  Dyer. 
Vernon  V.  114.  It  has  been  determined  that  a  conveyance  in  fee  to 

Cha?32.  "^^^  '"^  trustees,  for  raising  money  to  pay  debts,  being  made  for  a  parti- 
oS*®  r.r?^^oo  cular  purpose,  will  only  operate  as  a  revocation  pro  tanto  of  a 
prior  devise,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  payment  of  the  debts,  but  no 
further. 
7  Bro.  Pari.  115.  It  is  observable,  that  in  the  above  cases,  the  whole  fee 

simple  being  limited  to  the  use  of  the  mortgagee  or  trustee,  the 
grantor  parted  with  his  whole  estate  at  law,  without  taking  back 
any  legal  estate  or  use  to  himself;  and  therefore,  at  law,  nothing 
remained  upon  which  the  will  could  operate,  or  which  could  de- 
scend to  the  heir.  In  these  cases,  therefore,  nothing  being  left 
to  descend  at  law,  the  question  has  been,  to  whom  the  equitable 
interest  should  belong ;  and  the  courts  of  equity  have  held  these 
cases  to  be  exceptions  from  the  general  rule  of  law,  which  they 
3  Atk.  805.  ordinarily  follow,  on  these  grounds,  as  stated  by  Lord  Hardwicke, 
namely,  that  although  the  conveyance  is  of  the  fee  simple  of 
the  land,  yet  in  the  consideration  of  a  court  of  equity,  the  inte- 
rest conveyed  is  merely  a  personal  interest,  having  no  quality  of 
a  real  estate;  and  that  therefore  the  testator  is  to  be  deemed,  in 
equity,  to  have  created  only  a  chattel  interest,  as  if  he  had 
created  a  term  for  years,  which  would  have  been  a  revocation 
Temple  o.  pro  tonto  only  at  law.  All  that  remained  to  the  grantor  was  a 
3  ViM.^85.       i^gbt  of  redemption,  and  that  right  of  redemption  did  not  pass 

by  the  conveyance. 
Kenyon  v.  1 16.  But  where  a  person,  after  having  made  his  will,  executed 

Sutton, 
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a  conveyance  in  trast  for  payment  of  debts  in  a  schedule,  and  2  Ves,  Jan. 
instead  of  declaring  the  uses  to  himself  in  fee,  after  payment  of 
the  debts,  he  declared  that  the  trustees  should  convey  to  such 
uses  and  purposes  as  he  by  deed  or  will  should  appoint ;  and  for 
default  of  appointment,  to  himself  in  fee*  This  was  held  to  be 
a  revocation. 

117.  [The  bankruptcy  of  the  testator  is  not  a  revocation  of  a  Bankruptcy, 
prior  will  beyond  the  purpose  of  paying  his  creditors.   The  bank- 
rupt laws  only  take  the  property  out  of  the  bankrupt  for  that 

partial  purpose,  and  from  the  moment  the  debts  are  paid,  the 
assignees  are  mere  trustees  for  the  bankrupt. 

118.  Thus  in  the  case  of  Charman  v.  Charman,  the  testator  14  Ves.  sao. 
devised  his  real  and  personal  estate  upon  trust,  after  payment 

of  his  debts,  for  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  for  his 
children,  equally.  Subsequently  to  the  execution  of  his  will, 
the  testator  became  bankrupt  Out  of  his  personal  estate,  and 
by  sale  of  part  of  his  real  estate,  the  creditors  who  proved  under 
the  commission  were  paid;  and  there  remained  a  surplus  of 
freehold,  leasehold,  and  other  personal  estate,  not  required  for 
the  payment  of  his  debts.  No  reconveyance  was  ever  made  to 
the  bankrupt*  who  became  of  unsound  mind,  and  so  continued 
until  his  death ;  he  never  having  passed  any  examination,  nor 
was  any  application  made  for  a  supersedeas  of  the  commission. 
The  testator's  eldest  son  and  heir  claimed  the  real  estate,  in- 
sisting that  the  bankruptcy  was  a  revocation  of  the  will.  But 
Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  R.  decided  in  favour  of  the  will,  for  the  rea- 
sons above  stated.] 

119«  With  respect  to  leasehold  estates,  it  has  been  long  Revocations  of 
settled  that  a  surrender  of  a  lease  for  lives,  and  the  taking  a  new 
lease,  will  operate  as  a  revocation  of  a  prior  devise  of  it.    For 
the  testator,  by  the  surrender,  devests  himself  of  his  whole  estate 
in  the  old  lease,  and  by  the  renewal  acquires  a  new  estate. 

120.  Sir  H.  Marwood,  being  seised  of  an  estate  for  three  lives,  Marwood  o. 
held  of  the  Archbishop  of  York,  made  his  will,  by  which  he  de-  3p°Wins.l63» 
rised  this  lease.  He  afterwards  surrendered  it  and  took  a  new 
lease*  It  was  resolved  that  this  surrender  and  renewal  operated 
as  a  revocation  of  the  devise  of  the  lease ;  for  by  the  surrender 
the  testator  bad  put  all  out  of  him,  had  devested  himself  of  the 
whole  interest;  so  that  there  being  nothing  left  for  the  devise  to 
irork  npon^  the  will  must  fall ;  and  the  new  purchase  being  of  a 
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freehold  descendible,  could  not  pass  by  a  will  made  before  aoch 
purchase* 

121.  Where  a  person  has  an  estate  pour  autre  vie,  at  the  time 
of  making  his  will|  and  afterwards  purchases  the  inheritance ;  it 
is  a  revocation  of  any  devise  of  the  estate  pour  outer  vie* 

122.  Although  a  term  for  years,  acquired  after  the  making  of 
a  will,  passes  by  it ;  yet  if  a  testator  bequeaths  a  term  for  years, 
of  which  he  is  then  possessed,  and  afterwards  surrenders  it,  and 
takes  a  new  term,  this  will  operate  as  a  revocation,  or  ademption 
of  the  bequest ;  and  the  new  term  will  be  considered  as  part  of 
the  personal  estate. 

123.  A  person  devised  two  college  leases  for  years  to  his 
mother,  upon  certain  trusts.  The  testator  afterwards  surren- 
dered the  two  college  leases,  and  accepted  two  new  leases  of  the 
same  premises;  but  the  last  was  not  sealed  with  the  college  seal 
till  after  the  death  of  the  testator. 

Lord  Hardwicke  decreed  that  the  bequest  of  the  first  lease 
was  revoked ;  but  that  of  the  second  lease  was  not. 

124.  If,  however,  the  words  of  the  will  show  the  testator's  in- 
tention to  dispose  of  all  terms  for  years,  whereof  he  may  die 
possessed,  a  renewed  term  will  pass ;  for  a  term  for  years  being 
only  a  chattel,  there  is  no  necessity  for  a  possession  at  the  time 
when  a  will  of  it  is  made,  or  of  a  continuance  of  such  posses- 
sion till  the  testator's  death; 

125.  A  person  devised  in  the  following  words : — *'  As  to  all 
and  singular  my  leasehold  estate,  goods,  chattels,  and  personal 
estate  whatsoever,  I  give  the  same  to  my  daughter."  The  tes« 
tator,  after  making  his  will,  renewed  a  lease  for  years  with  the 
Dean  and  Chapter  of  Windsor.  Lord  Hardwicke  said,  that  what 
the  testator  had  done  in  this  case  was  not  a  revocation.  Sup- 
pose the  testator  had  purchased  a  new  lease,  would  not  that 
have  passed,  why,  then,  should  not  a  new  term  in  a  lease  equally 

pass? 

126.  A  person  devised  to  S.  S.  her  leasehold  garden,  Sec  for 
the  term  of  his  life,  and  after  his  decease  to  his  children.  After 
the  publication  of  the  will,  the  testatrix  surrendered  the  lease, 
and  took  a  new  one.    The  question  was,  whether  the  bequest  was 

revoked. 

Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  R.  said  the  question  was,  whether  a  spe* 
cific  devise  of  a  l^sehold  estate  was  affected  by  a  renewal  of 
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the  lease^  subsequent  to  the  will.  The  ground  upon  which,  in 
many  cases,  it  had  been  held  that  renewed  leases  did  not  pass  to 
the  specific  devisee  was,  that  the  thing  given  no  longer  existed.  ^*^*  "3^^°' 
But  as  a  testator  might  undoubtedly  dispose  of  the  future,  as 
well  as  bis  present  interest  in  a  chattel  real,  it  was  a  question  of 
intention,  what  the  subject  of  disposition  was;  whether  only  the 
interest  which  he  had  at  the  time  of  executing  the  will,  or  all 
the  interest,  though  subsequently  acquired,  which  he  might 
have  at  his  death,  in  the  leasehold  premises.  That  intention 
was  to  be  collected  from  the  words  used  by  the  testator  to  ex- 
press it ;  there  were  no  words  prospective  or  future  to  take  in 
any  interest  which  the  testatrix  might  subsequently  acquire  in 
the  leasehold :  and  therefore  the  renewal  operated  as  a  revoca- 
tion of  the  bequest ;  and  decreed  accordingly. 

127.  In  the  case  of  Darley  v.  Darley,  the  testator  devised  A°^* 
a  term  for  years,  in  trust  that  the  same  might  go  unto  and  be      ! 
enjoyed  by  the  owner  and  possessor  of  his  freehold  estate  there- 
by devised. 

The  Court  of  Chancery  decreed,  that  the  bequest  of  the  lease-  ^  Bro.  Pari, 
hold  was  revoked  by  the  revocation  of  the  devise  of  the  freehold. 
But  this  was  reversed  by  the  House  of  Lords. 


VOL.  VI. 
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CHAP.  VII. 


Republication  of  Devises. 


Sbct.    I*  Nature  and  effect  iif. 

2.  Re-execution  ie  a  Republica- 

turn, 
S.  And  also  a  Cadkil, 
12.  Uniese  confined  to  Lands  dC' 
vieed  by  the  WiU. 


Sect.  15.  CaneeUing  a  second  WiU  re- 
publiahee  the  first. 

18.  But  a  WiU  once  canceUed 
nmst  be  re-executed, 

20.  A  surrender  of  a  CopghoU  is 
a  republication. 


Section  I. 


Nature  and 
effect  of. 


a 


As  a  will  or  devise  of  lands  is  ambulatory  during  the  life  of  the 
testator^  and  may  be  revoked  by  him  at  any  time  before  his 
death  ;  so  it  may  be  republished ;  and  a  republication  of  a  will 
has  a  twofold  effect ;  firsts  to  give  it  all  the  effect  of  a  will  made 
at  the  time  of  its  republication  ;  and  secondly,  to  set  up  and  re- 
establish a  will  that  has  been  revoked. 
Re-execution  is  2.  The  first  mode  of  republishing  a  will  is  by  a  re-execution 
repu  icaion.  ^f  j^..  ^^^  although  it  was  held,  before  the  statute  of  Frauds, 

that  any  words  importing  an  intention  to  republish  a  will, 
amounted  to  a  republication ;  yet  it  is  now  settled  that  an  ex- 
press republication  of  a  will  roust  be  attended  with  the  same 
circumstances  as  are  necessary  to  its  original  publication ;  for 
otherwise  the  statute  of  Frauds  would  be  evaded. 

3.  It  was  formerly  held  that,  since  the  statute  of  Frauds, 
there  could  be  no  devise  of  lands  by  an  implied  republication ; 
laud,  3  Rep.  in  for  that  the  paper  in  which  the  devise  was  contained  ought  to 

be  re-executed.  But  it  was  afterwards  determined  that  a  codicil 
duly  attested,  and  annexed  to  a  will,  or  referring  to  a  will, 
should  operate  as  a  republication  of  such  will,  so  as  to  make  it 
take  effect  from  the  execution  of  the  codicil.  By  which  means 
lands  purchased  after  the  execution  of  the  will,  and  before  the 
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ezecQtion  of  the  codicil^  pass  by  the  will«  [if  a  contrary  intention  Pigou  v. 

does  not  appear,  for  an  expressed  intention  that  they  should  98.  infn.  s.  14. 
pass  is  not  required. 

For  a  codicil  may  operate  as  a  partial  republication,  or  no  Strathmorev. 

publication  at  all,  as  where  it  is  dispositive  only  as  to  property  482.  2  Bot.  &' 

previously  devised  by  the  will.]  |;  ^''S^. 

4.  A  person  by  a  codicil  executed  according  to  the  statute  of  penny  0.  Bris- 
Frauds,  reciting'  that  he  had  made  his  will>  added, — *^  I  hereby  Myi.  117. ' 
ratify  and  confirm  my  said  will»  except  in  the  alterations  after  Acherly  «. 

.  Veraon* 

mentioned/'    It  was  decreed,  that  the  testator's  signing  and  pub-  Com.  R.  381. 
lishing  this  codicil,  in  the  presence  of  three  witnesses,  was  a  re*  q^,  35^ 
publication  of  his  will,  and  both  together  made  but  one  will ; 
and  therefore  that  lands  punchased  after  the  execution  of  the 
will,  and  before  that  of  the  codicil,  passed  by  the  will.     And 
upon  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  the  decree  was  affirmed. 

5.  A  testator  by  a  codicil,  written  on  the  back  of  his  will.  Potter  v.  Potter, 

1  Vfl*.  S  437 

gare  additional  legacies  and  annuities,  ratifying  and  confirming 
his  will;  this  was  attested  by  three  witnesses  in  these  words: — 
"  This  will,  with  the  several  additions  and  alterations  above,  was 
signed,  sealed,  and  republished  by  the  testator,  as  his  last  will 
and  testament,  in  the  presence  of  us  the  subscribing  witnesses." 
He  afterwards  made  another  codicil,  which,  though  not  dated, 
was  agreed  to  have  been  made  about  four  or  five  days  before  his 
death,  in  the  presence  of  three  witnesses^  reciting  that  having  in 
his  will  appointed  several  limitations  and  remainders  of  his  es- 
tate, some  of  which  were  not  agreeable  to  his  present  intent ;  he 
revoked  so  much  as  should  be  found  inconsistent  with  that  co* 
dicil,  ratifying  and  confirming  the  other  parts  which  should  not 
interfere  therewith.  The  attestation  of  which  paper  was^ 
^'  signed,  sealed,  published  and  declared  by  the  testator  as  a  co- 
dicil to  the  last  will  and  testament." 

Sir  J.  Strange,  M.  R.  was  of  opinion  that  the  first  codicil 
amounted  to  a  republication ;  it  answered  the  idea  of  a  repub- 
lication, being  endorsed  on  the  will,  and  attested  as  the  statute 
required ;  the  word  republished  was  used,  which  put  it  out  of 
doubt :  but  if  not,  it  would  have  amounted  to  a  republication,  as 
operating  by  additional  charge  on  the  real  estate,  and  then  con- 
cladiog  by  ratifying  and  confirming  the  will.  That  in  all  cases 
of  republication,  no  precise  form  of  words  was  necessary ;  but 

i2 
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any  denoting  the  continuance  of  the  testator's  mind,  so  far  as  he 
made  no  alteration,  would  do.  1  Roll.  Ab.  617.  (Z.  1.)  He 
was  also  of  opinion  that  the  second  codicil  amounted  to  a  repub- 
lication.  It  was  an  express  declaration  that  the  rest  of  his  in- 
tent|  not  inconsistent  therewith,  should  continue  and  be  con* 
firmed.  It  might  be  mischievous  to  construe  that  no  republi- 
cation could  be,  but  by  the  testator's  taking  the  will  in  his 
hands,  and  republishing  it  by  endorsement  on  it ;  or  annexing 
the  codicil  to  the  will  itself.  The  law  in  favour  of  the  power  of 
devising,  had  dispensed  with  many  forms  of  expression  which 
would  be  absolutely  necessary  in  other  instruments;  and  in- 
ferred republication  from  an  act  done,  as  in  1  Roll.  Ab.  617. 
The  person  intending  to  republish  might  be  at  a  distance  from 
the  will  itself;  or  might  not  have  it  in  his  power,  by  its  being  in 
another's  custody :  and  might  know  the  substance,  though  he 
could  not  repeat  the  particulars. 

6.  The  preceding  cases  appear  to  establish  the  proposition, 

that  where  a  codicil  ratifies  and  confirms  a  will,  it  operates  as  a 

Gibson  v.         republication  of  it ;  and  Lord  Hardwicke  seems  to  have  been  of 

Amb.  93.  this  Opinion.     But  in  some  subsequent  cases  it  was  held,  that  a 

codicil  which  was  not  annexed  to  or  incorporated  in  the  will, 
would  not  operate  as  a  republication  of  it,  unless  an  intention 
to  republish  plainly  appeared. 
Att.-General  v.       7,  Thus  it  was  laid  down  by  Lord  Camden,  that  a  codicil  only 

Downing,  ,        .  ^  ,  t     t»     »     • 

Amb.  571.         operated  as  a  republication  of  a  willin  two  cases :   I.  By  being 

annexed  to  it ;  and  II.  By  the  contents  showing  the  intention. 

And  in  the  case  cited  in  the  margin  he  decreed,  that  the  will 

was  not  republished  by  a  codicil,  because  the  codicil  was  not 

annexed  to  the  will ;  and  there  was  nothing  in  the  codicil  which 

showed  any  intent  in  the  testator  to  republish  the  will.     This 

doctrine  has  not,  however,  been  assented  to  ;  but  that  established 

in  Acherly  v.  Vernon  was  held  in  the  following  case  to  be  the 

better  one. 

Barnes «.  8.  A  testator,  by  a  will  duly  executed,  devised  all  his  estates 

1  Vcs!jun.486.  '^  ^^^  county  of  Kent,  that  he  might  die  seised  or  possessed  of, 

4  Bro.  c.  c.  2.   iQ  trustees,  upon  trust  to  sell  them  to  pay  his  debts,  and  then  to 

apply  the  remaining  produce  to  various  purposes.  Afterwards 
Gordon  v.  he  purchased  other  lands  in  Kent,  subject  to  a  mortgage,  and 
6  Sim.  274.       Covenanted  in  the  purchase  deed  to  pay  the  mortgage  money ; 

and  gave  a  bond  to  indemnify  the  vendor.     By  a  codicil,  he 
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made  some  slight  alterations  in  his  will,  and  declared  that  he 
ratified  and  confirmed  it.  The  codicil  was  begun  upon  the  last 
sheet  of  the  will,  and  finished  upon  another  sheets  and  was  exe* 
cuted  in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses.  He  afterwards  made 
another  codicil,  which  he  began  upon  the  last  sheet  of  the  first 
codicil,  and  finished  upon  another  sheet;  and  which  was  exe- 
cuted in  the  presence  of  three  witnesses.  By  the  second  codicil 
he  revoked  a  bequest  of  five  shillings  a  week  given  by  the  will  to 
his  father,  and  another  legacy ;  and  instead  of  the  latter,  gave 
the  legatee  one  moiety  of  two  leasehold  houses ;  and  concluded 
thus  : — ''  In  witness  whereof,  I  the  said  testator  have  to  this  my 
writing,  contained  in  this  and  part  of  the  said  sheet  of  paper, 
which  I  declare  to  be  a  further  codicil  to  my  said  last  will  and 
testament,  and  which  is  to  be  accepted  and  taken  as  part  thereof, 
set  my  hand  and  seal ;  that  is  to  say,  my  band  at  the  bottom  of 
the  said  preceding  sheet,  and  my  hand  and  seal  to  this  last 
sheet  thereof,  this  28th  October,  1788,  in  the  presence  of  three 
witnesses." 

The  question  was,  whether  the  second  codicil  was  a  republica- 
tion of  the  will,  80  as  to  pass  to  the  trustees  lands  purchased 
after  the  date  of  the  will. 

Lord  Commissioner  Eyre  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
and  said,  that  upon  looking  into  the  cases  of  Acherly  v.  Vernon, 
and  the  Attorney-General  v.  Downing,  the  question,  if  it  was 
not  to  be  considered  as  determined,  and  so  determined  as 
that  the  Court  could  hardly  consider  itself  at  liberty  to  review 
it,  would  be  a  question  of  great  difficulty ;  for  it  seemed  to  him 
that  those  two  cases  were  in  direct  opposition  to  each  other. 
The  latter  was  determined  by  a  very  able  Judge,  and  having 
the  former  before  him,  which  increased  the  difficulty.  But  it 
seemed  to  him,  upon  the  best  consideration,  that  the  former 
case  was  so  determined,  and  was  of  such  authority,  that  every 
thing  must  yield  to  it.  The  principle  that  a  codicil  attested  Goodtltier. 
by  three  witnesses  shall  be  a  republication,  seemed  intelligible  2Mau.&Sel.s. 
and  clear.  The  testator's  acknowledgment  of  his  former  will, 
considered  as  his  last  will,  at  the  execution  of  the  ccklicil,  if  not 
directly  expressed  in  that  instrument,  must  be  implied  from  the 
nature  of  the  instrument  itself ;  because,  by  the  nature  of  it,  it 
supposes  a  former  will,  refers  to  it,  and  becomes  part  of  it ;  and 
being  attested  by  three  witnesses,  his  implied  declaration  and 
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acknowledgment  seems  also  to  be  attested  by  three  witnesses. 
Before  tbe  statute  it  was  no  part  of  the  essence  of  the  obligation, 
that  the  will  should  be  re-executed ;  any  thing  that  expressed 
the  testator's  intention,  that  the  will  should  be  considered  as  of 
a  subsequent  date,  was  sufficient.  Since  the  statute,  re-execu- 
tion of  the  will  was  not  necessary ;  nothing  more  was  required 
than  a  writing,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  ex- 
Arob.  97.  pressing  that  intent.    Therefore  Lord  Hardwicke  might  well  say, 

he  saw^  no  great  difference  between  the  words — **  I  desire  this 
codicil  may  be  a  part  of  my  will ;"  and  the  words, — ''  I  repnblish 
it,"  which  it  was  there  admitted  would  have  done.  In  the  Attor- 
ney-General V.  Downing,  Lord  Camden  supposes  a  particular 
intent  to  republish  ought  to  appear ;  and  that  annexation,  or 
particular  expressions  in  the  codicil,  would  demonstrate  that  in- 
tention. If  that  was  necessary,  not  only  Lord  Hardwicke's  opi- 
nion could  not  stand,  but  neither  could  Acherly  v,  Vernon,  for 
there  was  no  particular  intent  to  republish ;  but  the  testator 
[in  the  codicil]  referred  to  his  will,  made  alterations,  and  gave 
sufficient  demonstration,  that  when  making  and  executing  the 
codicil,  he  considered  the  will  as  his  will,  and  from  that  a  repub- 
lication was  implied  ;  but  it  was  not  particularly  in  his  thoughts, 
to  do  smy  formal  act  of  republication.  Upon  considering  these 
cases,  he  confessed  he  inclined  to  stand  upon  the  general  pro- 
position stated  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  to  show  that  the  will,  in  the 
case  before  them,  was  republished.  This  case  had  auxiliary  cir- 
cumstances which  might  seem  to  bring  it  witUn  the  Attorney- 
General  V.  Downing ;  for  the  testator  expressly  declared,  by  the 
original  will,  that  he  meant  it  to  operate  upon  all  the  lands 
whereof  he  should  die  seised  or  possessed.  If  he  had  not  actually 
incorporated ;  them  together, :  he  had  inseparably  annexed  the 
codicil  to  the  will,  not  by  a  wafer  or  wrapper,  or  any  thing  dehors 
the  instrument,  but  by  what  he  called  internal  annexation ;  and 
that  of  such  a  kind,  that  all  the  papers  taken  together  might  be 
considered  as  published,  when  the  codicil  was  executed.  But 
he  was  afraid  to  rely  upon  these  circumstances,  for  fear  of  in- 
trenching upon  the  statute,  by  raising  evidence  out  of  circum- 
stances in  their  nature  parol ;  the  general  ground  was  safer  and 
better. 

It  was  decreed  that  the  codicil  operated  as  a  republication  of 
the  will. 
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9.  The  doctrine  laid  down  by  Lord  Commissioner  Eyre  in  the 
preceding  case  was  confirmed  by  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  R.  in  the 
following  one. 

10.  Mr.  Pigott  made  his  will,  duly  attested,  by  which  he  de-  Pigotii».Waller, 
vised  all  his  real  estates  to  trustees,  upon  several  trusts.    The 

testator  made  two  codicils  to  his  will,  which  only  related  to  per-  Goodtitle«. 

^  Meredith, 

sonai  estate,  bat  were  duly  attested ;  the  second  of  which  con-  2  M.  &  s.  5. 
tained  these  words, — '^  To  be  annexed  to  my  last  will  and  testa- 
ment, and  made  part  thereof,  to  all  intents  and  purposes."    The  H"J™e  v. 
testator  had  purchased  a  real  estate  prior  to  the  making  of  the  i  Mer.  285. 
second  codicil ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  that  codicil  ope- 
rated as  a  repablication  of  the  will,  so  as  to  pass  that  estate. 

Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  R.  after  stating  the  preceding  cases,  said, 
the  Lords  Commissioners  in  Barnes  v.  Crowe,  appeared  to  have 
held,  that  in  Acherly  v.  Vernon,  it  was  established,  that  every 
codicil  duly  attested  ought  to  be  held  a  republication,  and  to 
have  adopted  and  acted  upon  that  rule  in  that  case ;  their  opi- 
nion seemed  to  be,  that  the  codicil  was  incorporated  in  the  will. 
The  general  proposition  referred  to  by  Lord  Commissioner  Eyre 
was,  that  the  execution  of  a  codicil  should  in  all  cases  be  an  im- 
plied republication.     Lord  Commissioner  Eyre  stated  the  parti- 
cular circumstances  in  that  case,  amounting  to  what  he  called 
iaternal  evidence  of  annexation ;  the  first  codicil,  which  was  not 
duly  executed,  was  begun  upon  the  last  sheet  of  the  will,  and  the 
codicil  duly  attested  was  begun  upon  the  last  sheet  of  that  codi- 
cil.   But  Lord  Commissioner  Eyre  inclined  to  think  annexation 
could  have  no  efiPect,  and  abandoned  that  ground,  for  fear  of 
intrenching  upon  the  statute  by  raising  evidence  out  of  circum- 
stances in  their  nature  parol  ,*  and  took  the  general  ground,  as 
safer  and  better.     Undoubtedly,  therefore,  that  case  was  deter- 
mined upon  that  general  ground.    It  would  be  impossible  with- 
out contradicting  that  case,  which  as  it  laid  down  a  general  rule, 
he  had  no  disposition  to  do,  to  determine  in  this  case  against 
the  republication :  except  the  single  circumstance  of  annexation, 
which  Lord  Commissioner  Eyre  laid  out  of  the  question,  there 
was  no  substantial  difference  between  that  case  and  this.    That 
afforded  a  certain  rule  ;  and  if  he  departed  from  that,  it  would  wr^Ipole  v, 
only  be  to  set  every  thing  loose  again,  and  not  to  get  back  to  J{L°"°°'*^*fe 

^  7  Term.  R.  loo. 

what  he  thought  the  better,  the  old  rules,  for  then  Acherley  v.  3  Vet.  402. 
Vernon  would  be  in  the  way.     He  was  therefore  disposed,  from 
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the  convenience  of  adhering  to  settled  rules,  and  deference  to 

former  decisions,  to  hold  the  codicil  a  republication.    And  de* 

creed  accordingly. 

Holmes  V.  H.  In  a  subsequent  case.  Sir  W.  Grant  said,  that  though  a 

7  Ves.  499.       codicil  had  the  effect  of  republishing  the  will,  and  making  it 

speak  as  at  the  time  of  the  republication;  yet  that  where  a 
power  was  executed  by  a  will,  but  afterwards  discharged,  and  a 
new  power  created,  a  subsequent  codicil  would  not,  by  the 
mere  effect  of  republishing  the  will,  be  an  execution  of  the 
power. 
Unless  confined      12.  But  where  the  effect  of  a  eodicil  is  expressly  confined  to 

to  lands  devised  .  •'    ■% 

by  the  will.        the  lands  devised  by  the  will,  to  which  it  is  annexed  ;  it  does 

not  operate  as  a  republication  of  such  will,  so  as  to  make  it  pass 
after-purchased  lands. 

Strathmoreo.  13,  Q,  Bowes  devised  all  his  freehold  and  copyhold  lands  to 

Bowes,  ■^'' 

7  Term  R.  482.  trustees,  upon  certain  trusts :   he  afterwards  purchased  other 

lands,  and  then  made  a  codicil,  whereby,  after  reciting  that  he 
had  devised  all  his  freehold  and  copyhold  lands  to  trustees,  he 
revoked  the  same,  so  far  as  related  to  two  of  the  trustees  named 
in  his  will,  and  devised  his  said  lands,  &c.  to  the  other  trustees 
upon  the  same  trusts ;  and  concluded  by  declaring  the  codicil 
to  be  part  of  his  will. 

Upon  a  case  sent  out  of  Chancery  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench,  Lord  Kenyon  said,  it  was  clear  that  a  codicil, 
confirming  a  will  of  lands  in  general  words,  would  pass  lands 
purchased  between  the  making  of  the  will  and  the  codicil.  But 
here  the  question  was,  whether  it  was  the  intention  of  the  devisor 
to  pass  by  the  codicil  any  thing  more  than  would  have  passed 
by  the  will  itself.  Now  what  was  this  case?  The  testator  gave 
all  his  real  and  copyhold  estates  to  several  trustees  by  his  will, 
in  words  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  carry  all  the  estates  of 
which  he  was  then  seised  ;  then  he  made  a  codicil,  not  to  extend 
his  will,  but  only  to  revoke  so  much  of  it  as  vested  the  estates 
in  some  of  the  trustees,  whom  be  had  named  in  his  will ;  and 
then  he  gave  his  said  lands,  Sfc,  that  is,  those  lands  which  he  had 
before  given  by  his  will,  to  the  rest  of  the  trustees. 

The  Court  certified,  that  the  codicil  was  not  a  republication 
of  the  will,  so  as  to  extend  the  operation  of  the  will  to  the  real 
estates  purchased  after  the  will  was  executed;  it  extended  to  the 
estates  devised  by  the  will,  and  no  further. 


a 
re- 
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The  Court  of  Chancery  decreed  accordingly.     And  on  an  ap-  2  Bos.  &  Pull. 
peal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  the  decree  was  affirmed,  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  Judges ;  Lord  Thurlow  dissenting,  and  hold- 
ing the  codicil  to  be  a  republication. 

•  14.  In  the  case  of  Pigott  v.  Waller,  Sir  William  Grant  said,  7  Ves.  124. 
he  did  not  conceive  the  decision  in  Strathmore  t;.  Bowes  to  be 
inconsistent  with  that  of  Barnes  v.  Crowe.    It  did  not  follow 
from  the  doctrine  in  the  latter  case,  that  if  it  distinctly  appeared 
upon  the  face  of  the  codicil  that  it  was  not  the  intention  to  re- 
publish the  will,  the  codicil  should  be  held  a  republication.     In 
Strathmore  v.  Bowes,  the  court  held,  that  it  appeared  upon  the  See  abo 
face  of  the  codicil  that  it  was  not  the  intention  to  pass  any  Bri^owT""^  "' 
other  lands  than  those  which  were  devised  by  the  will ;  it  would  ?,^^'**  ^  ^^^' 
have  been  a  contradiction,  therefore,  to  make  it  pass  after-pur- 
chased lands. 

15.  Where  a  person  makes  a  will,  and  afterwards  revokes  it,  CancelliDg 
by  making  another  will,  but  does  not  actually  cancel  the  first  pubUshes'the 
will,  the  cancelling  of  the  second  will  operates  as  a  republication  °"^ 
of  the  first. 

16.  A  person  made  a  will  in  1767,  and  another  in  1763.  The  Goodri^ht 
former  was  never  cancelled ;  the  latter  was  cancelled  by  the  tes-  4  Burr.  2512. 
tator  himself.  Both  were  in  the  testator's  custody  at  the  time 
of  his  death;  the  second  cancelled,  the  first  uncancelled.  The 
counsel  for  the  heir  at  law  contended  that  the  second  will  re- 
voked the  first,  and  being  afterwards  cancelled,  the  testator  had 
died  intestate;  and  cited  the  case  ex  parte  Hellier,  3  Atk.  798; 
where  Sir  George  Lee  determined  that  the  execution  of  a  second 
will  was  a  revocation  of  a  first,  though  the  second  was  after- 
wards cancelled ;  and  that  the  cancelling  the  second  did  not  set 
up  the  first;  which  was  the  same  point,  only  that  it  was  per- 
sonal property. 

Lord  Mansfield  said,  that  with  regard  to  the  case  ex  parte 
Hellier,  Mr.  Atkyns  only  reported  what  passed  in  chancery : 
there  might  be  other  circumstances  appearing  to  the  ecclesias- 
tical court,  which  might  amount  to  a  revocation  of  a  will  of  per- 
sooal  estate.  Here  the  intention  of  the  testator  was  plain  and 
clear.  A  will  was  ambulatory  till  the  death  of  the  testator. 
If  the  testator  let  it  stand  till  he  died,  it  was  his  will ;  if  he  did 
not  sufier  it  to  do  so,  it  was  not  his  will.  Here  he  had  two ;  he 
had  cancelled  the  second  ;  it  had  no  effect,  no  operation ;  it  was 
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as  no  will  at  all,  being  cancelled  before  bis  death;  but  the 
former,  which  was  never  cancelled,  stood  as  his  will. 

Mr.  Justice  Yates  said  a  will  had  no  operation  till  the  death 
of  the  testator ;  the  second  will  never  operated » it  was  only  inten- 
tional; the  testator  changed  his  intention  and  cancelled  it.  If,  by 
making  the  second,  the  testator  intended  to  revoke  the  former, 
yet  that  revocation  was  itself  revocable,  and  he  had  revoked  it. 

17.  [And  notwithstanding  the  second  will,  which  is  cancelled, 
contains  an  expsess  clause  revoking  the  first  will,  such  first  will 
win  be  re-established  by  cancelling  the  second.  A  contrary 
opinion  appears  to  have  formerly  prevailed,  but  it  is  not  easy  to 
discover  any  sound  reason  why  effect  should  be  given  to  that 
clause  in  the  cancelled  will,  which  revokes  the  prior  will,  while 
all  the  rest  of  the  cancelled  will  is  rendered  nugatory.] 

18.  But  where  a  person,  having  made  a  new  will,  cancelled  the 
former  one,  and  afterwards  cancelled  the  latter  will ;  it  was  held 
that  this  did  not  amount  to  a  republication  of  the  former  will ; 
for  where  a  will  was  once  cancelled,  nothing  but  a  re-execution 
of  it  would  amount  to  a  republication. 

19.  N.  Newenden  made  a  will  in  1759,  of  which  he  executed 
a  duplicate,  and  gave  it  to  another  person :  he  made  a  second 
will  in  1761,  at  which  time  he  cancelled  one  of  the  copies  of  his 
first  will,  by  tearing  off  the  seal.  After  the  testator's  death, 
both  the  first  and  second  wills  were  found  together  in  a  paper, 
cancelled ;  and  the  duplicate  of  the  first  will  was  found  uncan- 
celled, in  the  testator's  room,  among  other  papers.  It  was 
determined  that  the  testator  had  died  intestate  ;  for  the  cancel- 
ling the  copy  which  the  testator  had  in  his  possession,  of  the 
first  will,  was  a  cancelling  of  the  duplicate :  and  therefore,  at 
the  time  of  making  the  second  will,  the  first  was,  upon  every 
principle  of  law,  most  clearly  revoked,  and  could  never  be  set 
up  again,  but  by  a  re-execution. 

20.  A  surrender  of  a  copyhold  to  the  use  of  a  person's  will 
may  be  worded  in  such  a  manner  as  to  operate  as  a  republication 
of  a  former  will,  so  as  to  make  the  copyhold  pass  by  such  will. 

21.  A  person  having  made  his  will,  and  devised  all  his  free- 
hold and  copyhold  estates  to  several  uses,  afterwards  purchased 
other  copyhold  lands,  which  he  surrendered  thus :  "  To  the  uses 
declared  or  to  be  declared  in  and  by  his  last  will  and  testament" 

The  Court  of  Chancery  directed  a  case  to  be  sent  to  the  Court 
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of  Ring's  Bench,  whether  the  after-purchased  copyholds  passed 
by  the  will. 

Lord  Mansfield  said,  when  a  man  republishes  his  will,  the 
effect  is,  that  the  terms  and  words  of  the  will  should  be  construed 
to  speak  with  regard  to  the  property  he  is  seised  of  at  the  time 
of  the  date  of  the  republication ;  just  the  same  as  if  he  had 
such  additional  property  at  the  time  of  making  his  will.  There- 
fore, if  one  devises  lands  by  the  name  of  B.  C.  and  D.  and 
purchases  new  lands,  and  republishes  his  will,  the  republication 
does  not  concern  such  new  lands,  because  the  will  speaks  only 
of  the  particular  lands,  B.  C.  and  D.  But  if  the  testator  iahis 
will  says,  **  I  give  all  my  real  estate ;"  a  republication  will  affect 
such  newly-purchased  lands,  because  it  is  then  the  same  as  if  the 
testator  had  made  a  new  will.  Apply  this  rule  to  the  case  of  a 
surrender,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  surrenderer  may  express 
bimself,  so  as  to  make  it  relate  to  a  will  actually  made ;  and  that 
the  copyhold  lands  so  surrendered  will  pass  by  it  Suppose  a 
testator,  seised  of  copyhold  lands,  makes  his  will  without  a  sur- 
render ;  if  he  afterwards  surrender  them  to  the  use  of  his  will, 
SDch  surrender  will  clearly  make  his  will  good,  and  is  effectual 
to  pass  them ;  because  it  only  obviates  the  mode  and  form  of 
conveyance.  What  has  the  testator  done  here  ?  Having  made 
bis  will,  and  declared  his  lands  to  uses,  he  surrenders  his  newly- 
parchased  copyholds  to  the  uses,  intents,  and  purposes  declared, 
or  to  be  declared,  in  his  will.  It  is  precisely  the  same  thing  as 
if  he  had  said,  '*  And  whereas  I  have  made  a  will  so  and  so,  and 
devised  all  my  lands  to  I.  S.  to  such  and  such  uses ;  I  mean 
tbese  newly-purchased  lands  should  pass  to  the  same  uses." 

The  Court  certified  that  the  surrender  did,  by  express  reference 
to  the  uses  declared  by  the  will,  adopt  and  apply  the  words  of 
the  will  to  the  copyhold  lands,  as  if  the  testator  had  been  seised 
tbereof  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  will ;  and  therefore  they  Au.-Gca.  v. 

.  Vigor,  8  Ves. 

were  subject  to  the  same  uses,  to  which  all  the  testator's  copy-  256. 
bold  lands  were  devised. 
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CHAP.  VIII. 


Of  Void  Devises. 


Sect.    8.  Devin     to    the    Heir    at 
Law. 
6.  Though  charged  with  Debts. 
9.  The  Devisee  muet  have  been 

sole  Heir. 
II »  A  Difference  in  the  Estate 

rendered  the  Devise  good. 
18.  Devises  to  charitable  Uses. 


Sect.  81.  Where  there  has  been  Fraad, 
8S.  Where  the  Devisee  dies  be- 

fore  the  Devisor, 
S6.  The  Estate  descends  to  the 

Heir. 
39.  Where  the  Devise  is  uncer- 
tain. 
48.  Or  the  Devisee  disagrees. 


Devise  to  the 
heir  at  law. 


Tit.  t9.  c.  1. 
s.  7. 

Tit.  32,  c.  17. 


Bashpoorscase, 
2  Leon.  101. 
Hurst  V. 
Winchelsea, 
1  Bl.  R.  187. 


Smith  V,  Triggs, 
1  Stra.  487. 


Section  I. 

Devises  are  in  some  cases  void  ab  initio,  as  where  the  testator 
devises  what  the  law  already  gives,  or  in  mortmain ;  or  where 
any  fraud  has  been  practised  on  the  testator ;  and  devises  are 
also  void  where  they  are  totally  uncertain. 

2.  With  respect  to  the  first  sort  of  devises  that  are  void  ab 
initio,  it  was  a  rule  of  law,  [previously  to  the  recent  stat.  3  &  4 
Will.  4.  c.  106.]  that  where  a  testator  made  the  same  disposition  of 
his  estate  as  the  law  would  have  done,  if  he  had  been  silent,  the  will, 
being  unnecessary,  was  void.  If  therefore  a  person  devised  his 
lands  to  his  heir  at  law,  in  fee,  it  was  a  mere  nullity,  and  the  heir 
would  take  by  descent,  as  his  better  title;  for  the  descent 
strengthened  the  title  by  taking  away  the  entry  of  those  who 
might  have  a  right  to  the  lands :  whereas  if  the  heir  took  by  the 
devise,  he  was  then  only  in  by  purchase.  And  this  rule  applied 
to  wills  made  in  pursuance  of  powers,  as  well  as  to  devises 
deriving  their  effect  from  the  statute  of  Wills. 

3.  Thus  if  a  person  devised  lands  to  his  wife  for  life,  remainder 
in  fee  to  I.  S.  who  was  his  heir  at  law,  it  was  a  void  devise  as  to 
the  remainder ;  because  the  reversion  would  have  descended  to 
I.  S.  after  the  determination  of  the  particular  estate. 

4.  The  same  rule  applied  to  copyholds ;  and  therefore  a  sur- 
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render  of  a  copyhold  to  the  use  of  a  wiU^  aad  a  devise  thereof 
to  the  heir  at  law,  would  not  give  the  devisee  an  estate  by 
purchase. 

5.  Although  the  devisor  charged  his  estate  with  the  payment  Though  charged 
of  bis  debts,  or  with  portions  to  his  younger  children,  yet  if 

be  afterwards  devised  the  estate  to  his  heir  at  law  in  fee,  Peame's 
tbe  devise  would  be  void,  and  the  heir  at  law  would  take  by  ^P'^*  ^^• 
descent. 

6.  A  person  devised  to  each  of  his  younger  children  20/.  when  Hayosworth 
they   attained    the   age    of   twenty-one    years,    and  devised  cro.  Elwlsaa. 
all  his  estates  to  his  eldest  son,  to  hold  to  him  and  his  heirs,  ^^^' 

Qpon  condition  that  he  should  pay  to  his  other  children  the 
said  sums  appointed  to  them ;  and  if  he  did  not  pay  the  same,  Emenono. 
then  the  lands  to  go  to  the  younger  children  and  their  heirs,  i  Ld/iuym. 
Adjudged  that  the  eldest  son  took  by  descent.  ^^* 

7.  A  person  seised  in  fee,  devised  lands  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  Clarke  v. 
after  her  decease,  to  his  next  heir  at  law,  and  to  his  or  her  heirs ;  (^^  j^^  72. 
provided  such  heir  should  pay  1000/.  to  such  person  or  persons 

as  bis  wife  should  appoint.  It  was  resolved  that  the  heir  took 
by  descent,  and  not  by  the  will.  And  it  would  be  mischievous 
if  every  little  legacy  should  alter  the  course  of  descent,  upon 
which  the  heir  might  plead  to  the  obligation  of  the  ancestor, 
riens  per  descent. 

8.  In  an  action  of  debt  on  the  bond  of  the  father,  to  whom  the  Alien  v.  Heber, 
defendant  was  heir,  the  plea  was  Hem  per  descent;  the  fact  was,        ac  •    •    • 
that  the  father  had  devised  his  lands  to  the  defendant,  charged  chaplin  v. 
with  debts;  and  the  question  was,  whether  this  made  him  a  sMiJJ^'&sell. 
porchaser.    The  Court  said,  that  a  charge  on  the  estate  did  not  14. 

alter  the  manner  of  the  heir's  taking  the  land.  A  devise  was 
Toid  where  it  gave  the  same  estate  as  would  be  taken  by  descent. 
Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

9.  But  the  devisee  must  have  been  sole  heir  to  the  lands  de-  The  devisee 
vised  ;  for  if  he  was  only  one  of  the  heirs,  he  would  take  under  ^^  \^^^^ 
the  devise. 

10.  A.  B.  having  two  daughters,  one  of  them  had  issue  a  son,  Reading  v. 
and  died.  A.  B.  devised  all  his  estate  to  this  son  of  his  daughter  ^^"11111^.242 
in  fee ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  the  son  should  take  all  ^  Ld.  Raym. 
by  this  devise,  or  one  moiety  by  descent,  and  the  other  by  de-  Com.  R.  123. 
vise ;  for  there  could  not  be  a  descent  of  a  moiety  to  one  co- 
parcener as  heir :  one  could  not  plead  a  descent  uni  JUiz  ei 
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coharedi:  but  it  was  a  descent  to  all.    It  was  resolved  that  the 
grandson  took  by  devisel 
A  difierence  in        11.  Where,  however,  an  estate  was  devised  to  an  heir  at  law, 
dered  the  devise  different  in  point  of  quantity  from  that  which  he  would  take  by 
Iw^'nc  V  descent,  the  devise  would  prevail,  and  the  devisee  take  under  it 

Burton,  16  Vet.  as  a  purchaser.    Thus  it  is  laid  down  in  Plowden,  646,  that  if  a 

man  devises  his  lands  to  his  son  and' heir,  to  have  to  him  and 
the  heirs  of  his  body,  this  is  a  good  devise,  because  it  is  another 
Infia,  c  12.       estate  than  he  would  have  had  by  descent. 
Steu  o.  Scott;        12.  A  person  devised  to  his  eldest  son,  and  to  his  heirs  and 
1  Eden,  458.     assigns,  all  other  his  real  estate  not  before  devised  ;  neverthe- 
less, in  case  he  should  die  vnthout  issue,  not  having  attained 
twenty*one,  then  from  and  immediately  after  his  death  under 
age,  and  without  issue,  unto  the  testator's  son  William. 

Lord  Keeper  Henley  was  of  opinion  that  the  eldest  soon  took 

by  devise,  as  having  under  the  will  a  different  estate  than  would 

have  descended  to  him ;  the  one  being  pure  and  absolute,  the 

other  not. 

Doev.Timios,        13.  But  the  authority  of  the  preceding  case  is  materially 

i^Bara.  &  Aid.  gij^^gn^  jf  ^^^  overruled,  by  Doe  v.  Timins,  in  which  there 

was  a  devise  to  the  heir  at  law  in  fee,  with  an  executory  devise 
over,  in  case  he  did  not  attain  twenty-one  years ;  the  Court  of 
K.  B.  held  that  this  did  not  alter  the  quality  of  the  estate  which 

See  also  Chaplin  he  would  Otherwise  have  taken  as  heir,  and  that  he  therefore 

fit  Sci??4!      '  ^^^^  ^y  descent,  and  not  by  purchase. 

14.  A  difference  in  the  quality  of  the  estate  will  also  give 

Cro.  Eliz.  431.    effect  to  the  devise.    Thus  in  Mich.  37-38  Eliz.  Lord  Coke. 

who  was  then  Attomey-Greneral,  demanded  of  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  their  opinion  on  this  case.  A  man  having  two 
daughters,  being  his  heirs,  devised  his  lands  to  them  and  their 
heirs,  and  died.  Whether  they  should  take  as  joint  tenants  by 
the  devise,  of  as  coparceners  by  descent  ?  And  all  the  Justices 
held  clearly  that  they  should  have  it  as  joint  tenants;  for  the 
devise  gave  it  to  them  in  another  degree  than  the  common  law 
would  have  given  it. 

Bear's  Case,  16.  In  a  formedon  in  the  descender,  brought  by  A.  B.  &  C.  of 

1  L«on.  112.     lands  in  gavelkind,  the  warranty  of  the  ancestor  was  pleaded  in 

bar  against  them,  upon  which  they  were  at  issue,  if  assets  by 
descent  It  was  found  by  verdict  that  the  father  of  the  d«« 
mandant  was  seised  in  fee  of  the  lands,  being  of  the  nature  of 
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gavelkind,  and  devised  the  same  to  the  demandants,  being  his 
heirs  by  the  custom,  and  to  their  heirs,  equally  to  be  divided 
amongst  them.  And  if  the  demandants  should  be  accounted  ta 
be  in  of  the  lands  by  descent,  or  devise,  was  the  question ;  for  if 
by  devise,  then  they  should  not  be  assets.  The  Court  was  of 
opinion  that  they  were  in  by  the  devise ;  because  they  took  as 
tenants  in  common. 

16.  In  an  opinion  of  Mr.  Feame,  which  has  been  printed,  hi  Fearne's  Opin. 
says,  that  a  devise  to  the  heir  and  another,  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon, will  not  prevent  the  heir's  taking  his  moiety  by  descent. 

For  suppose  a  testator  devises  a  moiety,  or  any  other  undivided 
share  of  his  real  estate,  to  a  stranger,  making  no  disposition  of 
all  the  remaining  undivided  share,  such  remaining  share  would 
of  course  descend  to  his  heir  at  law,  and  he  must  hold  it  in 
common  with  the  devisee  of  the  undivided  share  devised.  It 
was  clear,  therefore,  that  an  heir  might  take  by  descent,  as  te- 
nant in  common  with  a  devisee,  an  undivided  part  of  the  estftte 
of  whicb  his  ancestor  was  solely  seised  :  and  it  appeared  to  be 
immaterial  whether  the  share  he  so  takes  is  expressly  devised 
to  bim,  or  left  unnoticed  by  the  will :  for  if  expressly  devised, 
he  takes  it  in  common  ;  and  if  not  noticed,  he  takes  it  in  the 
same  manner :  and  a  devise  to  two  or  more  as  tenants  in  common  Infn,  c.  15. 
is  in  effect  a  devise  of  one  undivided  part  to  one,  and  of  another 
undivided  part  to  the  other.  So  that  under  such  a  devise  to  an 
heir  and  a  stranger,  as  tenants  in  common,  the  heir  takes  as  if 
one  undivided  moiety  were  devised  to  the  stranger,  and  the  resi- 
due to  himself;  that  is,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  no  disposition 
at  all  of  such  residue  had  been  expressed  in  the  will,  in  which 
case  he  would  have  taken  by  descent ;  and  therefore  the  same 
estate  being  devised  to  him  in  such  residue,  as  he  would  have 
taken  by  descent,  the  general  rule  respecting  devises  to  an  heir 
extends  to  it. 

17.  [But  the  rule  of  law  discussed  in  the  preceding  sections  of 
this  chapter,  is  now  only  applicable  to  devises  in  wills  of  testa- 
tors dying  previously  to,  or  on  the  31st  day  of  December,  1833 ; 
for  now,  by  the  fourth  section  of  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  106, 
it  is  enacted,  that  when  any  land  shall  have  been  devised  by  any 
testator,  who  shall  die  after  the  above  day,  to  the  heir  of  such 
testator,  snch  heir  shall  be  considered  to  have  acquired  the  land 
as  a  devisee,  and  not  by  descent.] 
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Devises  to  18.  In  conaequence  of  the  statute  9  Geo.  2.  c.  36.  which  has 

Tit  32.  c^2^*   ^^°  already  stated,  ail  devises  and  bequests  of  lands  and  tene- 
8u^^  ^\T^'      ^^^^^f  or  of  any  sums  of  money  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase 

of  lands  and  tenements,  for  any  charitable  uses  whatsoever,  are 

void,  (a) 
Edwards  V.  19.  A  devise  was  held  by  Lord  Noithington  to  be  void,  beine 

Pike,  1  Eden.  j   .     i_  o  ^     .  '  & 

R.  267.  proved  to  be  upon  a  secret  trust  for  a  chanty ;  conveyances 

having  been  made  by  the  devisees,  and  the  trust  declared, 
though  they  denied  by  their  answer  having  made  any  promise. 
Boson  V.  20.  In  another  case  before  the  same  Judge,  where  there  was  a 

1  i>len.R.608.  devise  by  will,  attested  by  three  witnesses,  to  A.  B.  &  C.  and  the 

heirs  of  the  survivor ;  the  bill  stated  that  it  was  upon  a  secret 

trust  for  a  charity,  declared  by  an  instrument  executed  at  the 

9  Yes.  R.  519.   same  time  as  the  will,  but  attested  by  two  witnesses  only,  which 

was  admitted  by  the  answer;  held  that  the  devise  was  void 

under  the  statute  of  Mortmain. 

Where  there  21.  Where  any  fraud  or  circumvention  has  been  practised  on 

^     °  ^"  '   a  testator,  or  where  he  was  incapable,  by  any  weakness  of  mind, 

of  disposing  of  his  lands,  the  devise  is  void.    But  if  the  validity 

of  a  will  of  lands  be  impeached  oh  these  grounds  a  court  of 

Kerrich  v.         equity  will  not  set  it  aside,  but  will  direct  a  trial  at  law,  on  the 

TBrol^^wl  Ca.  ™"®  otdevisavU  vel  non.    For  if  the  will  be  obtained  by  fraud, 

437.  or  be  made  by  a  person  incapable  of  devising,  it  is  not  in  point  of 

ciaverden,         law  the  testator's  will ;  and  therefore  these  points  are  proper  to 

2Atk.424.       be  tried  by  a  jury. 

Doe  V.  AJieo,         22.  It  was  held  in  a  modern  case,  that  in  order  to  set  aside  a 
8  Term  R.  147.  ^jjj  f^^  fraud,  parol  evidence  might  be  given  of  questions  asked 

by  the  testator,  at  the  time  of  executing  his  will,  whether  the 
contents  were  the  same  as  those  of  a  former  will. 
Where  the  de-        23.  A  devise  may  become  void  by  an  event  subsequent  to  the 
forTthnw^r.  ™«J^iDg  of  a  wiU.    Thus  it  is  a  rule  that  if  the  devisee  dies 

before  the  devisor,  the  devise  becomes  void.    A  doctrine  which 

was  probably  derived  from  the  rule  of  the  Roman  law. — Pro  non 

scriptis  sunt  Us  reUcta  qui,  vivo  iestatore,  decedunt. 

Brett  V.  24.  A.  devised  lands  to  B.  and  his  heirs.    B.  died  in  the  life- 

pioid.°34i.       time  of  the  testator.    The  question  was,  whether  the  heir  of  B. 

Se?^3oo"'^     should  take  any  thing  by  this  devise.     It  was  determined  that 

(a)  A  devise  accompanied  with  a  desire  that  the  devisee  wonld  convey  to  some 
charitable  use  (the  will  afterwards  limiting  an  estate  for  life  to  the  devisee)  vras  held 
void  in  toto.    Doe  v.  Wrighte,  2  Bar.  &  Aid.  710.«-^JVoto  tofonur  edition. 
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he  should  not ;  for  it  was  a  principle  of  law^  that  in  all  gifts, 
whether  by  devise  or  otherwise,  there  ought  to  be  a  person  in 
esse  capable  of  taking  at  the  time  the  gift  vests ;  and  as  the 
thing  devised  cannot  vest  till  the  death  of  the  devisor,  at  which 
time  the  devisee  was  dead,  it  followed  that  he  could  take  nothing 
by  the  devise.  As  to  the  word  heirs  being  inserted  in  the  devise, 
it  was  only  used  as  a  word  of  limitation,  to  denote  the  quantity 
of  estate  which  the  devisor  meant  to  give,  and  not  with  an 
intention  to  describe  the  heirs  of  B.,  or  to  give  them  any 
thing. 

25.  Henry  Fuller,  bavins:  issue  four  sons,  John,  Richard,  Fuller©.  Fuller. 

Cro  £liz.  422« 

Edward,  and  Henry,  devised  lands  to  his  second  son,  and  the  heirs  Doe*  v.  Colvear, 
of  his  body,  and  after  his  death  without  issue,  then  to  his  third  ^^  ^"''  ^*' 
son.    The  second  son  died  in  the  lifetime  of  his  father,  leaving 
issue.    It  was  adjudged  that  the  issue  of  the  second  son  took 
nothing  by  the  devise,  it  being  lapsed ;  but  that  the  third  son 
might  enter. 

26.  T.  Addison  having  two  daughters,  devised  all  his  estates  Huttonv. 

to  his  second  daughter,  and  the  heirs  of  her  body  begotten,  and  2'yera.  722. 
for  want  of  such  issue,  to  his  eldest  daughter.    The  second  chMf-Sg/" 
daughter  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  leaving  a  son. 
Adjudged  that  the  devise  to  the  second  daughter  became  void,  Davy  «.  Kemp» 
by  her  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator ;  and  that  her  son  384.    ^'     ^' 
could  not  take  as  heir  of  her  body.     It  was  also  resolved  that 
the  eldest  daughter  should  take  immediately,  by  virtue  of  the 
devise,  for  when  the  first  devise  is  void,  the  remainder  shall  take 
place  as  if  no  such  devise  had  been  made.     ^ 

27.  R.  Wynn  devised  his  estate  to  his  brother  M.  Wynn,  and  Wynn  «. 

the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  remainder  to  O.  Wynn  and  the  heirs  3  Bro.Par.Ca. 
male  of  his  body.     M.  and  O.  Wynn  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the     * 
testator;  but  O.  Wynn  left  an  only  son,  who  claimed  imder  the 
devise.     It  was  resolved  that  he  took  nothing. 

28.  One  seised  in  fee  devised  lands  to  A.  and  his  issue,  re-  Goodnghtv. 
maiuder  to  B.  and  his  issue,  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  A.    A.  iP.Wms.397. 
died  without  issue  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator ;  and  B.  died  in  10  Mod.  370. 
the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  leaving  issue  the  defendant,  who  was 

also  the  heir  of  A. ;  and  the  plaintiff  was  the  heir  of  the  testator. 
The  question  was,  whether  as  the  devisees  A.  and  B.  both  died 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  the  issue  of  B.,  who  was  born  after 
the  will  was  made,  and  so  could  not  take  jointly  with  the  de- 
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visees,  oould  take  either  as  heir  of  the  body  of  B.  or  as  right 
heir  of  A. 

Lord  Ch.  J.  Parker  delivered  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the 
Courty  that  this  case  was  exactly  within  the  reason  of  the  case  of 
Brett  V.  Rygden.  First,  because  as  well  in  this  case  the  word 
unttf  as  in  that  the  word  hetrs^  was  clearly  used  as  a  word  of 
limitation,  viz.  to  measure  out  the  quantity  of  estate  that  the 
devisee  was  to  take ;  and  not  as  a  word  of  purchase ;  the  devisee 
only  being  in  the  view  and  consideratbn  of  the  testator,  and  the 
words  heir  or  issue  mentioned  for  nothing  else  but  to  limit  what 
estate  the  devisee  should  take. 

29.  Susan  JoUand  devised  certain  lands  to  the  ose  and  behoof 
of  her  sister  Elizabeth,  the  wife  of  John  Belchier,  and  her  assigns, 
for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life ;  and  after  the  deter- 
mination of  that  estate,  to  the  use  of  W.  A.  and  J.  P.  and  their 
heirs,  during  the  life  of  the  said  Elizabeth,  upon  trust  to  preserve 
the  contingent  uses  and  estates  thereinafter  limited  from  being 
defeated  or  destroyed ;  and  from  and  after  her  decease,  then  to 
the  use  of  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  said  Elizabeth,  lawfully 
issuing ;  and  for  want  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of 
her  sister  Catherine  Jolland,  in  the  same  words  as  are  used  in 
the  devise  to  Elizabeth. 

Elizabeth  Bekhier  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix,  leaving 
issue  one  daughter,  Catherine.  Upon  the  death  of  the  testatrix, 
Catherine  Jolland,  who  married  one  Hodgson,  suffered  a  recovery 
of  the  premises.  A  question  having  arisen  in  the  Court  of  Chan- 
eery  respecting  the  construction  of  this  will,  a  case  was  made 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
upon  the  following  question :  ''  Whether  Catherine  Belchier,  the 
daughter  of  Elizabeth  Belchier,  took  any  and  what  estate  under 
the  wiU  of  Susan  Jolland."  To  which  the  Judges  of  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench  answered — *^  If  Elizabeth  Belchier  would  have 
taken  an  estate  tail  in  case  she  had  survived  the  testatrix,  we 
think,  by  her  dying  before  the  testfttrix,  it  is  a  lapsed  devise, 
and  Catherine,  the  daughter  of  Elizabeth,  can  take  nothing." 

The  Court  of  Chancery  having  decreed  in  oonfonnity  to  this 
oertiftcate,  an  appeal  was  boought  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and 
the  following  question  was  put  to  the  Judges :  *'  Whether  Ca- 
therine B^cbier,  the  daughter  of  Elizabeth  Belchier,  took  any 
and  what  estate  under  the  will  of  Susan  JoUand." 
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The  Lord  Ch.  B.  deliirered  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the 
Jadges  present,  that  Catherine  Belchier  took  no  estate  under  the 
will  of  Susan  JoUand.  (a)    The  decree  was  affirmed. 

30.  Rich.  White  having  issue  Simon  his  eldest  son,  and  Warner  v. 
Hamilton  his  second  son,  devised  all  his  lands  in  fi.  to  his  eldest  Pari.  Ca.  435. 
son  Simon,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body ;  and  for  default  of  issue  of 
his  said  son  Simoo,  then  he  devised  his  said  estate  to  his  son 
Hamilton,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body.  Simon  died  in  the  lifetime 
of  his  father,  leaving  issue  four  sons  and  four  daughters.  The 
question  was,  whether  the  eldest  son  of  Simon  took  any  thing 
by  this  devise,  or  whether  it  lapsed  to  Hamilton,  the  person 
Dext  in  remainder. 

The  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Ireland  determined  that  the 
eldest  son  of  Simon  took  under  this  devise.  This  judgment  was 
reversed  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  England.  A  writ  of 
error  was  then  brought  in  the  House  of  Lords  ;  and  it  was  con- 
tended on  behalf  of  the  eldest  son  of  Simon,  that  he  ought  to 
take  under  this  devise.  I.  Because  it  was  plain  the  testator  did 
not  mean  to  exclude  the  issue  of  his  eldest  son  from  the  inherit- 
ance, the  children  of  Simon  being  alive,  and  known  to  the  tes- 
tator, at  the  time  he  made  the  devise  to  Simon  and  the  heirs  of 
his  body.  II.  Because  the  remainder  to  Hamilton  was  expressly 
limited  to  take  effect  only  in  default  of  issue  of  the  testator's  son 
Simon ;  and  no  devise  was  made  of  the  estate  until  such  default 
should  happen;  and  it  was  a  principle  in  law,  that  the  heir 
should  take  every  thing  which  was  not  devised  from  him. 
III.  Because  courts  of  justice  have  been  always  anxious  to 
effiN:taate  the  intentions  of  testators,  where  they  are  not  con- 
trary to  the  rules  of  law,  or  settled  authorities ;  and  there  was  no 
case  to  be  found  in  which  it  had  been  adjudged  that  a  devise  to 
a  man  and  the  heirs  of  his  body  lapsed  for  the  benefit  of  a  person 
in  remainder,  from  the  circumstance  of  the  first  devisee  dying  in 
the  testator's  lifetime;  where  it  appeared  that  the  heir  of  the 
body  of  the  first  devisee  was  likewise  heir  at  law  of  the  tes- 
tator. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  contended,  that  by  the  established 
rales  of  law,  the  devise  to  Simon  became  void,  by  his  death  in 
tiie  lifetime  of  the  testator ;  and  the  remainder  to  Hamilton  the 

(*)  It  was  also  held  that  Catherine  JoUand  took  an  estate  tail»  infra,  c.  14. — Not€ 
U  forma-  edition, 
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second  son,  took  effect  immediately  on  his  father's  death.  That 
this  doctrine  had  been  adopted  in  early  times,  and  had  continued 
down  to  the  present.  It  was  established  in  the  early  part  of  the 
reign  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  and  was  recognized  in  a  variety  of 
cases  down  to  the  year  1780,  nor  was  it  ever  judicially  contra- 
dicted or  impeached.  But  there  appeared  at  the  end  of  the  re- 
Ante,  8. 24.       port  of  Fuller  v.  Fuller,  Cro.  Eliz.  422.,  a  dictum  of  Lord  Ch.  J. 

Popham,  that  where  a  devise  was  to  a  son  in  tail,  his  issue,  in 
case  of  his  death  in  the  lifetime  of  his  father,  should  take  before 
the  remainder-man.  But  this  at  most  was  an  extrajudicial 
Ante,  8. 28.  opinion  ;  and  was  not  admitted  in  the  case  of  Hodgson  v.  Am- 
brose. 

The  following  question  was  put  to  the  Judges : — **  Whether, 
in  the  event  that  had  happened,  the  defendant  Hamilton  White 
took  any  and  what  estate  in  the  lands  of  B.  under  the  devise  to 
him,  for  default  of  issue  of  Simon  White?" 

The  Lord  Ch.  B.  delivered  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the 
Judges  present,  that  Hamilton  White  took  an  estate  tail;  and 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  England  was 
affirmed. 

31.  A  republication  of  a  will,  after  the  death  of  a  devisee  in 
tail,  will  not  give  any  estate  to  the  issue  of  the  devisee. 
Doe  V.  Kett,  32.  N.  G.  devised  lands  to  her  god-daughter  and  the  heirs  of 

^  '  '  her  body,  who  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix,  leaving  a  son. 
The  devisor  knew  of  the  death  of  the  devisee,  and  of  the  birth  of 
her  son ;  after  which  she  made  a  codicil  that  operated  as  a  re- 
publication of  her  will.  It  was  determined  that  the  devise  hav- 
ing become  void  by  the  death  of  the  devisee,  did  not  operate  by 
its  republication,  so  as  to  give  any  estate  to  the  son  of  the 
devisee. 
Tit.  12.  c.  1.  33.  It  has  been  stated  that  where  a  trust  is  sufficiently  created, 

**  ^'  it  will  fasten  itself  upon  the  land,  and  will  not  become  void  by 

the  incapacity  or  death  of  the  trustee. 
Att.  Gen.  v.  34.  In  consequence  of  this  principle^  it  was  determined  by 

Amb?57i.        i^^d  Camden,  that  where  an  estate  was  devised  to  trustees,  upon 

trust  for  a  charity,  the  death  of  the  trustees  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator  did  not  make  the  devise  void. 
2  Vea.  77.  35.  Lord  Hardwicke  has  observed,  that  in  the  case  of  copy- 

holds, though  the  land  passes  by  the  surrender^  and  the  will  is 
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only  directory  of  the  uses :  yet,  \(  the  devisee  dies  in  the  lifetime  Williams  v. 

.;.,.,,,.       !  -^     '  Coade,10V«s. 

of  the  devisor,  the  devise  is  void.  603. 

36.  Where  a  devise  of  lands  in  fee  simple  becomes  lapsed,  by  The  estate  de- 
the  death  of  the  devisee,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  the  estate  ^^jf^ 
devised  will  not  go  to  the  residuary  devisee  of  the  real  estate, 

bat  will  descend  to  the  heir  at  law  of  the  testator. 

37.  A  person  devised  his  messuage  in  E.  to  F.  C.  and  his  Wright  v.  Hall, 
heirs,  and  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  messuages,  lands,  and  Roe  v.  Vludd, 
hereditaments,  to  I.  L.  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.     F.  C.  W.  184.S.P, 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  by  which  the  devise  to  him 

lapsed.  And  the  question  was,  whether  the  latter  clause  in  the 
will  would  carry  over  the  lapsed  devise  to  the  residuary  devisee, 
or  it  should  descend  to  the  heir  at  law  of  the  testator. 

The  Court  held  that  the  devise  of  all  the  rest  and  residue  did 
not  convey  what  was  devised  before;  for  wills  must  be  construed 
from  the  intent  of  the  testator  at  the  time  of  making  them, 
which  appeared  to  be  to  give  his  whole  estate  to  F.  C.  and  his 
heirs  in  the  messuage  of  E. ;  and  at  the  time  when  the  will 
was  made  he  had  no  residue  left  in  that  messuage ;  and  the 
devise  to  F.  C.  being  void,  the  messuage  would  descend  to  the 
heir. 

38.  In  a  subsequent  case  of  the  same  kind,  reported  by  Lord  Doe  v. 
Ch.  J.  Willes,  the  following  propositions  were  laid  down : — I.  wuies  Rep! 
That  the  intent  of  the  testator  ought  always  to  take  place,  when  ^^^' 

it  is  not  contrary  to  the  rules  of  law.  II.  That  the  intent  of  the 
testator  ought  always  to  be  taken  as  things  stood  at  the  time  of 
making  his  will ;  and  was  not  to  be  collected  from  subsequent 
accidents,  which  the  testator  could  not  then  foresee.  III.  That 
when  a  testator  in  his  will  had  given  away  all  his  estate  and  in- 
terest in  certain  lands,  so  that  if  he  were  to  die  immediately, 
nothing  remained  undisposed  of,  he  could  not  intend  to  give 
any  thing  in  those  lands  to  his  residuary  devisee.  And  judg- 
ment was  given  accordingly. 

39.  Where  it  is  impossible  to  discover,  from  the  words  of  a  where  the  de- 
will,  what  was  meant  to  be  given,  or  to  whom,  the  will  is  void  ^  "  "°^'" 
for  uncertainty. 

40.  Thus  it  is  laid  down  in  33  &  34  Eliz.  by  Wray  and  Ander-  6  Rep.  68.  b. 
son,  Ch.  Justices,  that  if  a  man  has  two  sons  of  the  name  of  joioviile, 
John,  and  devises  his  lands  to  his  son  John,  if  no  direct  proof  ^  ^■*''  ^^^' 
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can  be  made  of  his  intent,  as  to  which  of  bis  sons  he  meant,  the 
devise  is  void  for  the  uncertainty. 

Mohun  "'  **•  '^^^^^or  '®ft  ^^^  bequeathed  to  all  his  grand-children  and 

1  Swaol^t.         share  and  share  alike.    It  was  held,  by  Sir  Thos.  Plumer,  M.  R. 

that  the  devise  was  void,  there  being  uncertainty  both  in  the 

subject  and  in  the  objects  of  the  bequest. 
Or  the  devisee        42.  It  has  been  stated  in  a  former  chapter  that  a  devisee  may 

diaagrees.  *  ^ 

Antec.  1.8.18.  disagree  to  and  disclaim  a  devise  by  deed,  in  which  case  nothing 
Tickell,'^  **  ^ill  ^^s^  ^^  bii^  7  consequently  the  devise  becomes  void,  and  the 
Tit.  32.  c.  26.    lands  descend  to  the  heir  at  law. 

(a)  [Richardson  v.  Watson,  4  B.  &  Adol.  787.  Att-Gen.  v.  Sibthoip,  2  Kuss.& 
Myl.  107.] 
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CHAP.  IX. 

Construction  of  Devises. — General  Rules. 


SicT.    1.  The  IntentioH  must  be  effec- 
huUd. 
IS.  Wfdi  r^eetid  or  wppUid. 
18.  The  Word  or  construed  and. 
25.  The  Word  and  construed  or. 
29.  And  and  or  construed  liter- 

SO.  Partiadar  Estates  sometimes 
transpoMsd. 


Sect.  89.  Contradictory  Devioes. 

8S.  A  PerpetnUy  cannoi  be 
creaied. 

40.  Bui  the  construction  will  he 
cy-pres. 

45.  No  Averment  admitted  to  ex- 
plain Devises. 

48.  Unless  there  is  a  laient  am- 
higmty. 


Section  I. 

A  WILL  being  considered  as  an  instrument  made  at  a  time  when  The  iotentioa 
the  testator  cannot  have  the  assistance  of  persons  skilled  in  the  ^^'uated! ' 
iair;  or  as  it  is  usually  expressed,  when  he  is  incps  consilii,  the 
Jadges  have  at  all  times  held  that  it  shall  not  be  construed  strictly, 
like  a  deed,  but  that  the  intention  of  the  testator,  though  not 
expressed  in  the  proper  legal  and  formal  words,  shall,  notwith- 
standiog,  be  carried  into  efiect ;  it  being  a  maxim  of  the  English 
^^,'-Quod  ultima  voluntas  testatoris  perimplenda  est,  secumdum 
teram  imtentionem, 

2.  It  follows  that  no  technical  words  are  necessary  to  convey 
&  testator's  meaning ;  and  whenever  that  is  doubtful,  it  must  be 
collected  from  the  scope  of  the  whole  will,  compared  with  its 

several  parts ;  for  courts  of  justice  cannot  make  a  will  for  the  2  Burr.  R. 770. 

party,  nor  interpret  it  by  any  arbitrary  rule,  but  that  mode  of 

construction  is  to  be  preferred  which  gives  effect  to  every  part 

of  the  instrument,  so  that  each  word  may  have  its  particular  2P.Wins.282. 

operation,  and  not  be  rejected,  if  any  construction  can  possiUy 

be  put  upon  it. 

3.  The  intention  of  the  testator  must  be  collected  from  the  a  Burr.  R. 

1 54 1  • 

whole  will,  ex  visceribus  testamenii,  so  as  to  leave  the  mind  quite 
satisfied  about  what  the  testator  meant.    And  as  a  will  of  lands 
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must  be  in  writing,  such  collection  of  the  testator's  intention 
must  be  derived  from  the  will  itself;  for  no  averment  founded  on 
parol  evidence  can  be  admitted  to  explain  any  thing  dubious  in 
the  will,  except  in  a  few  instances,  which  shall  be  mentioned 
hereafter. 

4.  General  words  in  one  part  of  a  will  may  be  restrained  by 
subsequent  ones,  and  shall  be  construed  so  as  not  to  defeat  the 
intention  of  the  testator^  where  it  can  be  collected  from  any 
other  part  of  the  will.    But  where  there  is  a  manifest  general 
Infra,  c.  12.  &    intent,  the  construction  should  be  such  as  to  effectuate  it,  though 
^^*  by  that  construction  some  particular  intent  may  be  defeated. 

2  Burr.  R.  6.  The  construction  must  be  such  that  the  intent  of  the  tes- 

Doug.R.34l.    tator  may  be  rendered  consistent  with  the  rules  of  law,  for  other- 
wise every  testator  would  make  a  new  law  for  himself;  the 
metes  and  bounds  of  property  would  be  vague  and  indeterminate, 
which  would  end  in  its  total  insecurity. 
2P.Wiiis.74i.      6.  Technical  words  are  presumed  to  be  used  in  the  sense 
^^'  '    which  lihe  law  has  appropriated  to  them,  unless  the  contrary 

appears.     But  where  the  intention  of  the  testator  is  plain,  it  will 
be  allowed  to  control  the  legal  operation  of  the  words,  however 
technical. 
Cowp.  lU  306.       7.  Introductory  words  often  assist  in  showing  the  intention  of 

a  testator ;   and  the  courts  have  laid  hold  of  them,  as  they  do 
of  every  other  circumstance  in  a  will,  that  may  help  to  guide 
their  judgment  to  its  right  and  true  construction. 
iP.Wm8.286.       8.  The  particular  situation  of  a  testator,  the  number  of  his 
441.  *  children,  the  different  kinds  of  property  whereof  he  was  pos- 

sessed at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  are  circumstances  from 
which  arguments  may  be  drawn  respecting  his  intention.    And 
2Ves.6i6.       it  has  been  determined,  in  several  cases,  that  the  same  words 

Cowp.  R.  833.  ,  . 

may  have  a  different  construction,  when  applied  to  different 
kinds  of  property.  , 

Prac.  in  Cha.         g.  An  heir  at  law  shall  not  be  disinherited  by  a  will,  unless 

473.  Cowp.  99.     ,  ,  .       ,.       .  , 

6  Dow.  22.        there  are  express  words,  or  a  necessary  implication,  to  that 

effect ;  for  the  title  of  the  heir  being  founded  on  the  laws  of  de- 
scetat,  which  are  certain,  is  therefore  not  to  be  defeated  by  an 
uncertain  devise. 

Hayes  v.Fooid»  10.  A  dubious  expression  in  a  will  may  be  explained  by  a 
^  codicil,  or  even  by  a  schedule  annexed  to  such  will. 
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11.  It  has  been  stated,  that  though  all  trusts  are  in  one  sense  Tit  12.  c.  i. 
executory,  yet  that  there  is  a  distinction  between  a  trust  created 

without  any  reference  to  a  further  execution  of  it,  by  a  convey^ 
ance  directed  to  be  made,  and  a  trust  whose  effect  is  referred  to 
another  conveyance,  directed  to  be  made  for  its  final  execution. 
In  the  case  where  a  trust  is  created  by  will,  without  any  reference 
to  a  further  execution  of  it,  the  construction  is  the  same  as  in 
devises  of  legal  estates ;  but  where  a  conveyance  is  directed  to 
be  made,  the  construction  is  more  liberal,  in  order  to  carry  into 
foil  effect  the  intention  of  the  testator. 

12.  Adjudged  cases  may  be  argued  from,  in  the  construction  i  Burr.  R.233. 
of  wills,  where  they  establish  general  rules  for  discovering  the 

intention  of  a  testator,  and  where  once  a  court  of  justice  has 
determined  the  meaning  of  certain  words,  or  forms  of  expres- 
sion, the  same  effect  will  in  all  future  cases  be  given  to  them»  for 
the  great  object  in  matters  of  this  kind  is  certainty ;  and  Lord 
Mansfield  has  observed,  that  if  an  erroneous  or  hasty  determina-  Hodgvonv. 
tion  has  got  into  practice,  there  is  more  benefit  derived  from  ^ 
adhering  to  it,  than  if  it  were  to  be  overturned. 

13.  It  has  been  truly  said  by  Mr.  Hargrave,  that  if  courts,  Har.  Tncti, 
either  of  law  or  equity,  in  both  of  which  the  rules  of  interpreta-  Pearne  Coot, 
tion  must  be  the  same,  should  indulge  an  unlimited  latitude  of  f  ^^^o^^ 
forming  conjectures  upon  wills,  instead  of  attending  to  their  gram-  143. 367. 
matical  or  legal  construction,  the  consequence  must  be  endless 
litigation.     Every  title  to  an  estate,  that  depended  on  a  will, 

must  be  brought  into  Westminster  Hall ;  for  if  once  we  depart 
from  the  established  rules  of  interpretation,  without  a  moral 
certainty  that  the  meaning  of  the  testator  requires  it,  no  inter- 
pretation can  be  safe  till  it  has  received  the  sanction  of  a  court 
of  justice ;  for  how  can  a  client  or  a  purchaser  be  assured  that 
the  conjecture  of  the  most  able  counsel,  or  the  most  experienced 
conveyancer,  will  be  in  all  points  the  same  as  the  conjectures  of 
the  Judges,  or  the  Chancellor. 

14.  In  a  modern  case  Lord  Kenyon  said,  "Had  there  not  5 Term R. 561. 
heen  such  a  current  of  authorities  as  we  find  in  the  books,  since 

the  passing  of  the  statute  of  Wills,  on  the  construction  of  wills, 
to  further,  as  it  has  been  called,  the  intentions  of  devisors ; 
perhaps  it  would  have  been  better  that  the  same  strict  words  had 
been  required  in  testamentary  dispositions  of  land,  as  in  those 
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by  deed :  because  then  the  language  of  passing  estates  would 

have  been  so  familiar^  that  few  questions  would  have  arisen  on 

wills.     For  it  has  been  often  observed,  that  few  questions  arise 

on  the  construction  of  deeds,  when  compared  to  those  which 

daily  arise  on  wills.    But  we  are  bound  to  consider  the  series  of 

authorities  on  this  subject  as  the  law  of  the  land  ;  and  it  would 

be  extremely  dangerous  now,  to  remove  those  land-marks  of  real 

property,  on  which  mankind  have  acted  for  such  a  length  of 

time." 

Words  rejected       15.  Where  there  are  words  in  a  will  which  have  no  meaning, 

or  Bupp  I   .       ^  which  are  evidently  contrary  to  the  general  intention  of  the 

Hawes  v.  testator,  they  will  be  rejected.     And,  on  the  other  hand,  words 

Infra,  c.  15.       Omitted  by  mistake,  and  which  are  absolutely  necessaiy  to 

effectuate  the  general  intention,  will  be  supplied. 
Coiyton  V.  16.  Sir  W.  Coryton  devised,  for  the  preserving  and  continuing 

1745,  MS.        his  real  estate  in  his  name  and  blood,  all  his  lands  to  trustees 
^^'  and  their  heirs,  until  his  son  John  should  attain  his  age  of 

twenty-seven,  and  no  longer,  in  trust  in  the  meantime  oat  of  the 
rents  and  profits  for  paying  legacies,  and  to  lay  out  the  residue 
in  the  purchase  of  lands  of  inheritance,  to  be  settled  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  rest  of  his  estate  ;  and  from  and  after  the  deter- 
mination of  the  estate  limited  to  them  as  aforesaid,  and  the  full 
accomplishment  of  his  son's  age  of  twenty-seven,  that  his  said 
trustees  and  their  heirs  should  stand  and  be  seised  of  all  the 
lands  devised  to  them  and  -  their  heirs  to  the  use  and  behoof  of 
his  said  son  John  and  his  assigns,  for  and  during  the  term  of 
ninety-nine  years,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  and  from  and 
after  the  determination  of  that  estate,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of 
his  said  trustees  and  their  heirs,  during  the  natural  life  of  the 
said  John  Coryton,  for  preserving  contingent  remainders ;  but 
nevertheless  to  permit  the  said  John  Coryton  to  take  the  profits 
during  his  natural  life  ;  and  from  and  after  his  decease,  to  the 
use  and  behoof  of  the  first  and  every  other  son  of  the  said  John 
Coryton  in  tail  male  ;  and  for  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  of 
the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  said  John  Coryton ;  and  for  want  of 
such  issue,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  his  daughter  Susanna 
Elliot  in  tail ;  and  for  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  and  be- 
hoof of  his  nephew  John  Goodall,  the  plaintiff,  for  life,  &c. 
taking  the  name  of  Coryton ;  with  power  to  his  trustees,  until 
his  son  should  attain  his  age  of  twenty-seven  years,  to  make 
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leases  of  the  premises,  and  the  like  power  to  his  son,  upon  his 
attaining  the  age  of  twenty-seven ;  with  a  power  also  to  hiis 
trustees,  so  long  as  his  son  should  continue  under  twenty-sev«n, 
to  join  with  him  in  making  a  jointure,  and  after  his  son's  attain- 
ing twenty-seven,  then  to  make  such  jointure  himself. 

The  testator  died  in  1712,  and  his  son  Sir  John  Cory  ton  died 
in  1739,  without  issue,  having  made  his  wife  executrix  and  resi- 
duary legatee,  who  died  in  1741,  and  devised  the  premises  to 
the  defoidants,  for  the  residue  of  the  ninety-nine  years'  term 
created  by  the  will  of  Sir  W.  Coryton,  considering  it  as  an  ab- 
solute interest  for  ninety-nine  years  in  Sir  J.  Coryton,  and  not 
determinable  upon  his  death ;  Susanna  Elliot  being  also  dead 
without  issue. 

Hie  plaintiff  brought  his  bill  to  be  let  into  possession  of  the 
premises,  insisting,  thai  though,  as  the  words  of  the  will  stood, 
there  seemed  to  be  an  absolute  ninety-nine  years'  term  given  to 
Sir  John  Coryton,  yet  that  was  only  a  mistake  in  the  wording  of 
the  will,  it  never  being  the  intention  of  Sir  W.  Coryton,  the  tes- 
tator, that  his  estate  should  go  into  another  family,  or  to  any 
wife  his  son  should  happen  to  marry,  which  it  would  probably 
do,  by  an  absolute  devise  for  ninety-nine  years :  whereas,  by  the 
whole  scope  of  the  will,  his  intent  plainly  appeared,  to  continue 
the  estate  in  his  own  name  and  blood,  and  to  give  the  same  to 
his  son  only  for  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  determinable  upon 
has  death. 

Lord  Hardwicke  said,  the  question  was,  whether  this  was  an 
absolnte  term,  to  end  only  by  effluxion  of  time,  or  to  cease  upon 
the  death  of  Sir  J.  Coryton.  And,  as  on  the  one  hand,  it  must 
be  admitted  that  there  were  no  express  words  to  determaoe  it, 
80  on  the  other  it  must  likewise  be  admitted,  that  it  might  be 
made  determinable  by  other  parte  of  the  will,  though  not  ex- 
pressly limited  to  be  so.  This  term  was  not  limited  to  the  ex- 
ecutors and  administrators  of  Sir  J.  Coryton,  and  though  not 
much  stress  was  to  be  laid  on  that,  yet  it  was  strange  that  in  so 
verbose  a  will,  these  words  should  be  omitted,  if  the  testator  in- 
tended his  son's  representetives  to  Uke  it.  The  estete  limited 
to  trustees  was  a  sufficient  estete  of  freehold  to  support  the  con- 
tingent remainders,  and  to  preserve  the  estete  to  Sir  John  Cory- 
ton for  his  life,  but  not  to  preser?e  the  term  from  forfeiture  for 
his  executors ;  but  was  just  in  the  same  manner  as  in  a  convey- 
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ance  where  the  term  was  determinable ;  and  the  limitation  also 
to  the  first  and  every  other  son  was  the  same  as  in  a  common 
settlement.  The  construction^  therefore,  made  by  the  plaintiff 
answered  every  purpose  of  a  settlement ;  and  that  made  by  the 
defendants  only,  left  a  dry  reversion  in  the  first  and  other  sons, 
expectant  upon  a  term  which  might  last  longer  than  the  lives  of 
the  sons  or  grandsons.  Had  this  been  intended  for  an  absolute 
term,  to  enable  Sir  J.  Coryton  to  provide  for  his  younger  children, 
it  would  likewise  have  been  proper  to  have  provided  against 
the  forfeiture  of  the  term,  by  the  trustees,  for  so  many  years  as 
were  to  come  of  the  term ;  and  if,  as  was  admitted  by  the  defen- 
dant's counsel,  the  limitation  to  the  first  and  other  sons,  imme- 
diately following  the  limitation  of  the  term,  might  have  deter- 
.  mined  it  upon  the  death  of  Sir  J.  Coryton,  the  interposing  an 
estate  to  trustees  for  preserving  contingent  remainders,  should 
not  overturn  the  whole  will,  especially  as  that  limitation  to  the 
trustees  was  unnecessary,  there  being  an  estate  of  freehold 
limited  to  them  before.  Indeed,  before  the  statute  of  Uses,  an 
estate  in  feoffees  and  their  heirs,  to  the  use  of  A.  for  years,  re- 
mainder to  the  right  heirs  of  B.  who  was  then  living,  the  con- 
tingent remainder  was  good,  because  supported  by  the  estate  of 
freehold  in  the  feoffees ;  but  since  the  statute  it  was  otherwise, 
and  therefore  where  the  first  limitation  was  for  life,  and  a  re- 
mainder was  limited  to  trustees  during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for 
life,  for  preserving  contingent  remainders,  and  upon  further  trust 
to  permit  the  tenant  for  life  to  receive  the  profits  to  his  own 
use,  this  was  done  that  if  tenant  for  life  should,  by  making 
a  feoffment,  commit  a  forfeiture,  the  trustees  should  notwith- 
standing suffer  him  to  receive  the  rents.  But  where  the  first 
limitation  was  only  for  years,  the  remainder  to  trustees  during 
the  life  of  the  tenant  for  years,  was  inserted  purely  to  support 
the  contingent  remainders,  which  the  estate  for  years  could  not 
do  ;  but  not  with  a  view  of  preserving  the  remainders  against 
the  tenant  for  years,  when  those  very  remainders  would  be  void 
for  want  of  a  freehold  to  support  them.  At  the  time  of  this  will 
made,  Sir  J.  Coryton  was  but  twenty-one ;  and  if  this  was  taken 
for  an  absolute  term,  from  the  time  of  his  attaining  twenty-seven, 
the  testator,  instead  of  giving  his  estate  to  his  family,  would 
have  given  it  from  them  for  105  years ;  which  would  appear  very 
harsh  if  Sir  J.  Coryton  had  had  a  son,  who  might  thus  have 
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been  stripped  by  an  executor.     Now  the  plaintiff  was  in  the 
same  case,  being  directed  to  change  his  name  forthwith  ;  and  to 
what  purpose  should  he  take  the  name  immediately,  if  he  be  not 
to  take  the  estate  for  10.5  years  ?    Had  the  testator  intended  this 
for  an  absolute  term,  there  was  no  occasion  to  give  powers  of 
leasing  or  jointuring,  as  both  might  have  been  supplied  thereout. 
For  though  it  would  not  be  strictly  a  jointure  within  the  statute, 
yet  it  would  be  a  good  satisfaction  of  dower  in  equity ;  and  it  was 
absurd  to  suppose  that  he  intended  this  son,  whom  he  would 
not  trust  with  his  estate  before  twenty-seven,  should  have  power 
to  give  the  whole  away  for  ninety-nine  years,  even  before  he 
was  twenty-seven.     It  was  said  that  the  testator  might  intend 
his  son  the  power  of  disposing  of  the  estate  to  the  heir  of  the 
family,  if  he  should  so  please»  but  there  was  no  evidence  of  such 
intent;  on  the  contrary,  he  meant  to  tie  him  up  as  fast  as  pos- 
sible.   And  there  was  as  little  evidence  of  the  testator's  meaning 
he  should  have  it,  to  provide  for  younger  children.    Then  it  was 
objected  that  here  was  an  absolute  term  given,  which  could  not 
be  varied  or  taken  away  by  implication.    But  in  King  v.  Mel-  Infrt,  c.  12. 
ling,  1  Vent  299.  we  find  an  express  estate  for  life  enlarged  to 
an  estate  tail ;  and  the  same  in  Langley  v.  Baldwin^  for  so  was 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  C.  B.,  though  in  1  Ab.  Eq.  185.  by 
mistake,  it  is  called  only  an  estate  for  life ;  which  distinguishes 
it  from  Bamfield  v.  Popham,  2  Vern.  427 — 449,  where  the  limi- 
tation was  to  all  and  every  the  son  and  sons ;  and  though  it  be 
said  that  an  estate  cannot  be  enlarged,  yet  do  I  find  no  rule 
that  an  estate  cannot  be  abridged  by  implication ;  and  for  in- 
stance, a  devise  to  one  and  his  heirs,  and  if  he  die  without  issue 
to  remain  over;  this  abridged  the  fee  to  an  estate  tail.    A  dis- 
tinction was  made  between  a  necessary  and  a  probable  implica- 
tion, which  last  only  was  said  to  be  in  this  case ;  but  there  was 
no  such  thing  as  a  natural  necessary  implication ;  that  being 
the  necessary  consideration,  which  plainly  appeared  to  be  the 
testator's  intent,  as  it  was  in  Langley  v.  Baldwin.  So  in  the  pre- 
sent case,  what  could  be  more  unnatural  than  to  suppose  the 
testator  meant  to  give  away  his  estate  for  105 years;  and  though 
all  he  had  hitherto  said  went  only  on  the  supposition  of  its 
being  but  an  implication,  as  the  defendant's  counsel  would  have 
it,  yet  he  thought  the  question  expressly  determined  by  other 
parts  of  the  will.    He  thought  the  cases  of  Spalding  v.  Spalding,  Infn,  c.  is. 
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Infra,  c.  10.       Cro.  Car.  185.,  and  Whalley  v.  Reede,  1  Lutw.  810.  applicable 

to  the  present  And  in  Amhurst  v.  Litton,  first  heard  in  1728, 
and  decreed  for  the  plaintiff;  then  reheard  in  1729,  and  the  for- 
mer decree  reversed  ;  and,  finally,  in  the  House  of  Lords,  it  was 
admitted  on  all  hands,  that  the  testator  had  power  to  dispose  of 
the  terms ;  that  the  words  of  the  devise  were  very  strong,  giving 
them  to  his  mother,  for  her  sole  use  and  benefit ;  and  was  urged 
also  to  be  a  great  circuity,  if  intended  only  to  give  her  the  sums 
secured  by  those  mortgage  terms,  which  might  much  more 
easily  have  been  given  in  money ;  yet  was  the  last  decree  af- 
firmed, from  the  great  improbability  that  the  testator  meant  to 
give  away  and  sever  these  long  terms  from  the  inheritance. 
The  authorities  quoted  for  the  defendants  were  first  Lanes- 

Infra,  c.  18.  borough  V.  Fox,  which  was  decreed  upon  the  too  great  remote- 
ness of  the  executory  devise.  That  of  Amble  v.  Jones,  which 
was  clearly  a  fee  upon  a  fee ;  and  Moore,  7.,  which  was  likewise 
a  very  plain  case.  One  general  observation  occurred  on  this 
will,  that  it  was  intended  for  a  family  settlement,  wherein  the 
limitations  were  framed  as  strict  as  possible.  Now  suppose  this 
a  marriage  article,  would  the  Court  have  decreed  a  settlement  of 
an  absolute  term  ?  Even  in  a  conveyance  executed,  he  was  in- 
clined to  think  the  Court  would  have  rectified  it,  because  destruc- 

Tit.  32.  c  19.    tive  of  the  whole  settlement,  as  in  Uvedale  v.  Halfpenny,  where 

the  term  for  raising  younger  children's  portions  being  by  mistake 
placed  behind  the  estate  tail,  the  Court  rectified  it,  although  the 
son,  tenant  in  tail,  had  suffered  a  recovery.  A  distinction  was 
made  between  settlements  and  wills,  which  last  it  was  said  must 
betaken  as  they  are;  but  this  must  be  understood  with  some 
restriction,  that  the  construction  be  not  barely  according  to  the 
words,  but  likewise  according  to  the  testator's  intent ;  as  in  Sir 
J.  Hobart  v.  Lord  Stamford,  where  trustees  for  preserving  con- 
tingent remainders  were  inserted,  though  not  directed  by  the 
will ;  and  if  there  was  any  doubt,  the  present  case  was  stronger, 
because  part  was  executory,  as  land  was  to  be  purchased  with 
the  profits. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  he  was  of  opinion,  that  this  was 
not  an  absolute  term  for  ninety-nine  years,  but  that  it  determined 
upon  Sir  J.  Coryton's  death. 

White  v.  17.  A  person  devised  to  his  wife  several  freehold  estates,  until 

6  Burr!  2703.     ^'^  ^^^  '^*  ^'  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  in  trust 
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to  maintain  him ;  and  then  devised  the  same  to  his  said  son  T.  P.  in 
fee.  But  if  it  should  happen  that  his  said  wife  should  be  ensient 
with  one  or  more  children,  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  and  his 
said  son  T.  P.  should  die  without  issue,  before  he  attained  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  such  child  or  children  being  then  living, 
he  then  devised  the  premises  to  his  wife,  till  such  child  or 
children  should  attain  their  ages  of  twenty-one  years,  in  trust  to 
maintain  them ;  and  then  devised  the  same  to  such  children  in 
fee.  But  if  it  happened  that  his  son  T.  P.  should  die  without 
issue,  and  before  twenty-one,  or  that  his  wife  should  at  the  time 
of  bis  decease,  be  ensient  with  one  or  more  child  or  children,  who 
should  die  without  issue,  under  twenty-one;  then  he  devised  the 
premises  to  his  wife  for  life ;  remainder  to  his  nephews  in  fee. 

The  testator  at  the  time  of  making  his  will  had  only  one  child, 
the  said  Thomas ;  but  after  the  making  thereof,  and  before  his 
death,  he  had  two  other  sons  born;  namely,  the  plaintiffs, 
Edward  and  John.  The  testator  died  in  1759,  his  wife  survived 
him,  bat  was  not  ensient  at  the  time  of  his  death.  T.'  P.  died 
without  issue,  in  1766.  A  bill  was  filed  in  Chancery  by  the 
widow,  on  behalf  of  herself  and  her  two  infant  children ;  pray- 
ing that  a  suflScient  part  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  real 
estate  might  be  applied  for  the  maintenance  and  education  of 
the  two  infants. 

The  Court  directed  a  case,  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench — ^Whether,  in  the  event  that  had  happened,  any 
and  what  estate  was  vested  in  the  widow,  and  the  two  infant 
sons  of  the  testator. 

Tbe  Judges  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  certified  as  fol- 
lows : — "  We  are  of  opinion,  that  the  provision  made  by  tbe 
testator,  being  for  children  which  were  to  be  bom  after  the 
making  of  his  will,  he  certainly  intended  to  comprehend  all  the 
children  which  should  be  bom  of  his  then  wife  (whether  before  or 
after  his  decease) ;  for  we  think  that  a  father,  in  making  an  ex- 
press provision  for  any  children  which  his  wife  should  be  ensient 
with  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  could  never  intend  to  give  his 
estate  to  such  children,  in  exclusion  of,  or  to  his  nephews  (as  the 
event  has  happened)  in  preference  to,  any  child  or  children 
that  might  be  bom  in  his  lifetime. 

''We  are  of  opinion  therefore,  that  notwithstanding  the 
defect  of  expreBsion  in  this  will,  the  children  bora  before  the 
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testator's  death,  are  virtually  included  in  the  provision  so 
anxiously  made  by  a  parent  for  his  posthumous  children;  and 
that  upon  the  true  construction  of  this  will,  the  plaintiffs  Edward 
and  John  will  be  entitled,  from  the  testator's  manifest  intent,  to 
take  an  estate  in  fee  in  the  premises  at  their  respective  ages  of 
twenty-one ;  and  that  in  the  mean  time  the  plaintiff  Eleanor, 
their  mother,  is  entitled  to  hold  the  said  premises,  subject  to  the 
trust  of  the  said  will,  for  their  maintenance  and  education." 

18.  The  word  or  has  been  frequently  construed  and^  in  a  con- 
juctive  sense;  where  the  intention  of  the  testator  appeared  to 
require  such  a  construction. 

19.  R.  Baker  devised  lands  to  his  son  Richard,  and  his  heirs 
for  ever;  and  if  Richard  died  within  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  or^  without  issue ;  that  then  the  land  should  be  equally 
divided  amongst  his  three  other  sons.  Richard  the  devisee  had 
issue  Mary,  and  died  within  age.  It  was  resolved,  that  the  word 
or^  should  be  construed  as  and^  in  a  conjunctive  sense. 

20.  A  person  devised  his  land  to  his  son  and  his  heirs,  and  in 
case  his  son  should  die  before  he  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one,  or 
have  issue  of  his  body,  then  over.  The  son  lived  to  twenty-eight 
years,  but  died  without  issue.  It  was  resolved,  that  the  will 
should  be  construed,  as  if  the  words  had  been;  and  in  case  my 
said  son  shall  happen  to  die  before  he  attains  his  age  of  twenty- 
one,  ay?{2  have  issue  living. 

21.  The  words  of  a  will  were : — ''  I  give  the  said  premises  to  my 
grandson,  his  heirs  and  assigns;  but  in  case  he  dies  before  he 
attains  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  marriage,  at^  without 
issue,  then  and  in  such  case"  he  devised  the  same  to  the  defen- 
dant. The  grandson  attained  twenty-one,  and  died,  never 
having  been  married ;  and  it  was  insisted  that  the  attaining 
twenty-one,  was  a  performance  of  the  condition,  and  vested  the 
estate  absolutely  in  the  grandson,  under  whom  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  claimed.  Judgment  was  given  accordingly  in  the  county 
palatine  of  Durham ;  whereof  error  was  brought  in  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench.  After  several  arguments,  the  Court  affirmed  the 
judgment,  upon  the  authority  of  Price  v.  Hunt,  where  the  word 
or  was  construed  conjunctively.  And  they  said  they  would  read 
this  without  the  word  or^  as  if  it  run : — ^^  and  if  he  dies  before 
twenty-one,  unmarried,  and  without  issue ;"  which  he  did  not 
do,  for  one  of  the  circumstances  failed.    And  all  put  together 
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were  but  in  the  nature  of  one  contingency ;  and  it  was  consider- 
able, that  this  was  not  a  condition  precedent,  but  to  destroy  an 
estate,  devised  by  the  former  words  in  fee. 

22.  A  person  devised  two-thirds  of  his  estate  to  his  son  M.  P.  Walsh  v. 
to  hold  to  him,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.     But  in  case  his  3  j^^^  193. 
said  son  should  happen  to  die  before  he  should  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  or  without  issue,  then  he  gave  and  devised 

the  said  two-thirds  to  his  wife.  By  a  codicil  the  testator  reciting 
this  clause,  proceeded  thus  : — '^  Now  my  further  mind  and  will 
is,  that  in  case  my  said  son  shall  happen  to  die  before  the  age  of 
twenty-one,  or  without  issue  as  aforesaid,  and  also  in  case  of  the 
decease  of  my  said  wife,  then  I  give  and  devise  the  said  two- 
third  parts  to  all  the  sons  and  daughters  of  T.  D." 

The  son  died  after  the  age  of  twenty-one,  but  without  issue; 
and  the  question  was,  whether  the  devise  over  to  the  mother 
should  take  effect,  upon  one  of  the  contingencies  happening 
only. 

Lord  Hardwicke  said,  he  thought  it  a  very  plain  case.  The 
testator  had  a  wife  and  a  son  living :  If  he  had  gone  no  further 
than  the  first  clause,  he  had  given  him  an  absolute  fee.  But 
then  followed  the  executory  part.  Upon  the  words  in  the  codi- 
cil there  could  be  no  doubt  at  all ;  it  was  to  go  over  upon  two 
cootingencies  ;  the  words  as  aforesaid  took  in  all  the  former  dis- 
position. Suppose  he  had  said  no  more  than,  in  case  my  son 
died  under  twenty-one  as  aforesaid,  would  this  have  disinherited 
the  issue,  if  the  father  had  died  under  twenty-one,  and  gone  over 
to  the  mother  ?  By  no  means  ;  for  he  would  have  supplied  the 
words — and  without  issue;  and  should  have  been  justified  by 
the  expression,  as  aforesaid.  He  held  it  to  be  a  vested  estate  in 
fee  in  the  son,  as  he  arrived  at  his  age  of  twenty-one ;  and  that 
though  he  died  without  issue,  yet  it  did  not  go  over  to  the  mo- 
ther, but  descended  to  his  heir  at  law. 

23.  A  woman  devised  a  house  to  her  son  Robert,  his  heirs  Framiingham, 
and  assigns  for  ever;  and  in  case  he  should  happen  to  die  in  his  3  ^^390 
minority  and  unmarried,  or  without  issue,  she  gave  it  over. 

Lord  Hardwicke  held,  that  the  estate  was  to  go  over  only  upon 
ooe  contingency ;  that  of  Robert's  dying  during  his  minority,  Brownswonl  v. 
subject  to  the  qualifications  of  his  being  unmarried,  and  without  i^fj^^'cf  20. 
issue  at  his  death  ;  and  consequently  the  estate  vested  absolutely 
in  Robert,  upon  his  coming  of  age. 

VOL.    VI.  L 
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Fairfield  v.  24.  A  persou  devised  to  his  brother  Benjamin  Smith  all  his 

'Dom^Fioc.       '^^'  ^^^  freehold  estates  ;  but  in  case  his  said  brother  Benjamin 
^®^^-  should  die  before  he  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or 

without  leaving  issue  living  at  his  death ;  then  he  bequeathed 
his  real  estate  to  his  mother.  Benjamin  Smith  the  devisee  en- 
tered into  possession  of  the  devised  premises,  and  attained  his 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  but  died  without  issue. 

The  courts  of  Common  Pleas  and  King's  Bench  in  Ireland 
determined,  that  as  the  devise  over  was  intended  only  to  take 
place  on  the  happening  of  one  contingency,  consisting  of  two 
branches,  namely,  Benjamin's  dying  under  twenty-one,  and 
vdthout  leaving  issue,  and  as  in  this  view  only  the  latter  part  of 
the  contingency  had  happened,  and  the  former  branch  becoming 
impossible,  the  devise  over  could  not  operate. 

On  a  writ  of  error  to  the  House  of  Lords  it  was  contended  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  that  the  construction  adopted  in 
Ireland  was  so  much  against  the  language  of  the  will,  as  to  be 
the  direct  contrary  to  that  which  the  will  peremptorily  directed. 
According  to  the  words,  the  devise  over  was  to  operate  on  the 
happening  of  either  of  two  events ;  either  in  the  event  of  Benja- 
min's dying  under  twenty-one,  or  dying  without  leaving  issue. 
But  according  to  the  construction  in  Ireland,  the  words  of  con- 
tingency were  made  to  be, — In  case  my  said  brother  shall  die 
before  he  attains  twenty-one,  and  without  issue.  The  testator's 
disjunctive  or  was  struck  out  of  the  will,  and  instead  of  it,  the 
conjunctive  and  was  inserted.  The  testator's  two  contingencies 
were  consolidated  into  one  contingency ;  and  so  the  testator  was 
made  to  speak  the  very  reverse  of  that,  which  he  had  really 
spoken. 

On  behalf  of  the  defendant  in  error,  it  was  said,  that  the 
general  intent  of  the  testator,  as  far  as  it  could  be  collected  from 
the  whole  will,  must  prevail,  even  against  any  particular  clause ; 
which  if  taken  separately  might  have,  or  seem  to  have  a  contrary 
Doe  V.  Halley,  tendency.  Now  in  this  case  the  general  intent  of  the  testator 
^"°'  '  appeared  with  sufficient  clearness  to  have  been,  to  prefer  his 
brother  Benjamin  and  his  issue,  before  his  mother;  and  that  the 
mother  was  not  to  take,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  children  of  Ben- 
jamin. This  intent,  then,  ought  to  be  carried  into  effect,  and  it 
could  not  be  carried  into  effect,  without  construing  the  word  or 
in  a  conjunctive  sense ;  since  otherwise  Benjamin  might  have 
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died  under  age,  leaving  children,  and  by  reason  of  his  dying  un- 
der age,  the  children  would  have  been  excluded. 

To  give  the  word  or  a  conjunctive  sense  when  the  context  and 
intent  of  the  whole  instrument  required  it,  was  neither  a  strained 
nor  a  novel  construction.  There  was  perhaps  no  word  in  the 
language  of  more  equivocal  effect  than  the  word  or.  By  a  slight 
variation  of  the  phrase,  in  almost  any  case,  it  might  be  made  to 
have  either  a  conjunctive  or  disjunctive  operation.  A  devise 
over  if  A.  shall  die  before  his  attaining  his  full  age*  or  day  of 
marriage,  did  not  take  effect  by  strict  grammar,  if  A.  either  came 
to  age  or  married ;  but  change  the  expression  to, — If  A.  shall 
die  before  attaining  his  full  age,  or  (before  aitaining  hia)  day  of 
marriage ;  then  in  strict  grammar  the  devise  over  takes  effect, 
unless  both  happen.  Yet  the  words  between  the  parenthesis, 
which  were  used  in  the  latter  mode  of  expression,  must  be  un- 
derstood in  the  former,  in  order  to  make  sense  of  the  passage. 
The  consequence  was  that  courts  had  at  all  times  paid  little  at- 
tention to  a  word,  the  effect  of  which  depended  on  distinctions 
so  small  and  subtle ;  and  had  construed  the  sentence  in  that  way 
which  seemed  most  conformable  to  sense,  without  much  atten- 
tion to  the  conjunctive  or  disjunctive  meaning  of  the  particle 
used.  This  had  been  done  even  in  acts  of  Parliament  In  wills 
it  was  grown  into  a  settled  rule  of  construction,  that  where  there 
was  a  devise  of  an  inheritance  to  any  person,  and  a  devise  over, 
depending  on  his  age,  or  having  issue,  whether  these  two  events 
were  connected  by  a  conjunctive  or  disjunctive  particle;  the  ea-  ^•°'**^- 
tate  of  the  first  taker  is  absolute,  if  either  of  the  events  take  9  East.  366. 
place ;  and  this  for  one  plain  reason,  expressed  or  implied  in  all 
the  cases,  namely,  that  otherwise  if  the  first  taker  shouki  die  f^^^^'  ^J' 
under  age,  leaving  issue,  such  issue  would  be  disinherited,  (a) 

The  judgment  was  affirmed. 

26.  [So,  on  the  other  hand,  the  word  and  has  in  some  cases  ^^  construed 
been  construed  or,  in  order  to  effectuate  the  apparent  intention 
of  the  testator. 

26.  Thus  where  the  devise  was  to  trustees  and  their  heirs  Brownswordr. 

•1   T    T>      L      ij  Edwards, 

upon  trust,  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  until  J.  B.  should  at-  2  Vea.  S.  243. 

(a)  [For  instances  of  beqnests  of  personalty  wherein  <<  or  "  was  construed  "  and,  '* 
■ee  Richanlson  «.  Spraag,  1  P.  Will.  433.  Eccard  v.  Brooke,  2  Cox,  213.  Horrige  v. 
Ferguson,  Jacob,  583.  Read  o.  Snell,  2  Atk.  643.  645.  Weddell  v.  Mundy,  6  Ves. 
341.  Monkhouse  v.  Monkhouse,  3  Sim.  119.  and  2  Rop.  Leg.  364.  ed.  1828.] 
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tain  twenty-one  ;  and  if  he  abould  live  to  attain  the  said  age,  or 
have  issue,  to  him  and  the  heirs  of  his  body :  but  if  he  should 
happen  to  die  before  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  without 
issue,  then  over.  Lord  Hardwicke  held,  that  and  should  be 
construed  or  upon  the  apparent  intention,  so  that  in  the  event  of 
J.  B.  attaining  twenty-one,  and  dying  without  issue,  the  remain- 
der over  expectant  on  the  estate  tail  in  J.  B.  should  take 
effect. 

27.  But  in  a  subsequent  case  very  similar  to  the  preceding, 
the  devise  was  taken  literally,  and  the  word  and  was  construed  in 
its  literal  sense. 

28.  In  the  case  referred  to,  the  devise  was  to  trustees  and 
their  heirs  in  trust  for  J.  J.,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body  lawfully 
issuing  for  ever ;  and  if  J.  J.  should  happen  to  die  before  he  at- 
tained his  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  without  issue  then  over. 
J.  J.  attained  twenty-one,  but  died  without  issue. 

On  the  authority  of  the  preceding  case,  it  was  contended  that 
and  should  be  construed  or.  Lord  EUenborough  admitted,  that 
the  cases  were  very  similar,  and  that  the  only  distinction  was, 
that  the  limitation  over  in  Brownsword  v.  Edwards,  was  in  favour 
of  a  daughter,  who,  without  the  construction  in  that  case  put 
upon  the  word  and,  would  have  been  unprovided  for;  never- 
theless, his  lordship  decided  that  in  the  principal  case,  the  word 
and  was  to  be  taken  literally.  It  seems,  therefore,  a  question 
whether  Brownsword  v.  Edwards  is  not  overruled  by  the  case 
last  stated,  (a) 

29.  For  other  instances  in  bequests  of  personal  estate,  in 
which  afid  has  been  construed  or,  see  the  authorities  cited 
below  (6) ;  and  for  others,  in  which  the  words  and  and  or  have 
been  construed  literally,  see  the  authorities  also  cited  in  the 
note.]  (c) 

30.  A  particular  estate  will  be  transposed,  and  placed  either 

(a)  [In  Woodward  v.  Glasbrook,  2  Vem.  388.  the  word  or  was  taken  in  its  literal 
sense.] 

(h)  [Hepworth  v.  Taylor,  1  Cox  112.  Maberly  v.  Strode,  3  Ves.  450.  BcH  v.  Fhyn» 
7  Ves.  454.  458.] 

'  (c)  [Doe  V.  Cooke,  7  East,  R.  269.  Dillon  v.  Harris,  4  Bligh  N.  S.  321.  Doe  r. 
Rawding,  2  B.  &  Aid.  441.  Loogmore  v.  Bfoom,  7  Ves.  124.  Newman  f7.  Nightin- 
gale, 1  Cox.  341.  Montagu  r.  Nucella,  1  Russ.  165.  Girdlestone  o.  Doe,  2  Sim. 
225.  2  Rop.  Leg  368.  ed.  1828.] 
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before  or  after  some  other  estate  given  by  the  will,  if  such  trans- 
position be  necessary  to  fulGl  the  intent  of  the  testator. 

31.  A  person  devised  lands  to  his  eldest  son  for  lifoi  remainder  Green  v. 

to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  his  said  eldest  son  in  tail;  re-  2^^°ca.io. 
mainder  to  two  trustees  for  their  lives,  upon  trust  to  support  the 
said  remainders.    The  Court  of  Chancery  held,  that  the  will 
should  be  construed  so  as  that  the  estate  devised  to  the  trustees 
Bhottid  precede  the  contingent  remainders. 

32.  Lord  Coke  says,  where  there  are  two  different  devises  of  Contradictory 
the  same  thing,  the  last  shall  take  place.     Mr.  Hargrave  ob-  i  inst.  H2.  b. 
serves  on  this  passage,  that  there  is  a  great  contrariety  of  opinion 

on  this  subject ;  that  some  hold  with  Lord  Coke  that  the  second  piowd.  461. 
devise  revokes  the  first ;  others  think  that  both  devises  are  void,  ^  \^  374^ 
on  account  of  the  repugnancy ;  but  the  opinion  supported  by  the 
greatest  number  of  authorities  is,  that  the  two  devisees  shall 
take  in  moieties.    It  appears  however  to  be  now  settled,  that  if  sima  v, 
two  parts  of  a  will  are  totally  inconsistent,  and  cannot  possibly  5  y^,  243. 
be  reconciled,  the  proper  rule  is  that  the  latter  shall  prevail.  ^ ^02. 

33.  The  general  principles  which  have  been  stated  in  Title  32.  A  perpetuity 
c  24.  respecting  perpetuities,  have  been  as  fully  adopted  in  the  created. 
construction  of  wills,  as  in  that  of  deeds  ;  so  that  it  may  be  laid  1  Inst,  233.  a. 
down  that  lands  cannot  be  devised  in  such  a  manner  as  to  ren- 
der them  unalienable  for  a  longer  period  than  a  life  or  lives  in 

being  and  twenty-one  years  and  some  months  after,  {a) 

34.  It  has  been  stated  in  a  former  Title,  that  a  condition  of  Tit.  13.  c.  i. 
non-alienation  cannot,  in  a  deed,  be  annexed  to  a  grant  in  fee  '*  ^' 
simple.    This  rule  is  also  generally  admitted  in  the  construction 

of  wills.     But  it  has  been  held  in  a  modern  case,  that  a  condi- 
tion of  non-alienation,  except  to  sisters  or  their  children,  an-  Doe  v.  Pearson, 
nexed  to  a  devise  to  two  women  and  their  heirs,  was  good. 

35.  A  condition  of  non-alienation  annexed  to  an  estate  tail,  is 
also  void. 

36.  An  estate  was  devised  to  John  Harris,  in  such  words  that  King  v. 

be  was  held  to  take  an  estate  tail;  with  a  proviso,  that  if  the  |  Eden.il.424. 
said  John  Harris  or  his  issue  should  at  any  time  thereafter  alien-  ^^^^>  ^'  ^^* 
ate,  mortgage,  encumber,  or  otherwise  commit  any  act  or  deed 
whatsoever,  whereby  to  alter,  change,  or  defeat  the  same  be- 

(«)  Seaward  v.  Willock,  5  East,  198.  Beard  v.  Westcott,  5  TaunL  392.  5  B.  &  Aid. 
^I.  ]  Tom.  26.  Mortimer  r.  West,  2  Sim.  274. 
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quests  and  limitations,  or  any  of  them  therein  before  limited  and 
appointed  of  the  same  premises^  that  then  and  in  such  case  he, 
the  said  John  Harris,  and  all  and  every  such  other  person  or 
persons  so  alienating,  mortgaging,  or  otherwise  encumbering, 
altering,  changing,  or  defeating  the  same  bequests,  or  any  of 
them,  should  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid,  and  he  thereby  charged 
the  said  premises  with  the  payment  of  2000/.  unto  such  person 
or  persons,  and  his  and  their  heirs,  who  might,  could,  should,  or 
ought  next  to  take,  by  virtue  or  means  of  any  of  the  bequests, 
devises,  or  limitations,  therein-before  by  him  given,  devised, or 
bequeathed. 

Lord  Keeper  Henley  held  this  condition  to  be  void. 

37.  It  has  been  shown  in  a  former  title  that  shifting  uses  may 
be  limited  by  will,  as  well  as  by  deed ;  provided  a  perpetuity  be 
not  thereby  created  ;  and  the  cases  in  which  this  doctrine  has 
been  established  are  there  stated. 

38.  Although  an  omission  will  be  supplied  for  the  purpose  of 
effectuating  the  intention  of  the  testator ;  where  such  intention 
is  consistent  with  the  rules  of  law ;  yet  if  the  intention  be  to 
create  a  perpetuity,  the  omission  will  not  be  supplied ;  but  such 
a  construction  will  be  adopted,  as  will  carry  the  general  inten- 
tion into  effect. 

39.  Joshua  Brown  devised  lands  to  his  nephew  William 
Brown,  the  son  of  his  brother  Reginald,  for  and  during  the 
term  of  his  natural  life,  and  from  and  after  the  death  of  the  said 
W.  Brown ;  then  to  the  first  son  of  the  body  of  the  said  W. 
Brown,  and  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  such  first  son ;  and 
for  want  of  such  issue,  then  to  the  second,  third,  fourth,  and 
every  other  son  and  sous  of  the  said  W.  Brown,  according  to 
their  seniority ;  and  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  such  second, 
Sic.  and  other  sons  of  the  said  W.  Brown ;  and  for  want  of  such 
issue,  to  the  second  son  of  his  brother  Reginald,  for  and  during 
the  term  of  his  natural  life,  and  from  and  after  the  death  of  the 
said  second  son  of  his  brother  Reginald,  then  to  the  first  son  of 
the  body  of  such  second  son  of  his  brother  Reginald,  and  to  the 
heirs  male  of  the  body  of  such  second  son  ;  and  for  deftinlt  of 
such  issue,  to  the  third,  fourth,  fifth,  and  every  other  younger 
son  or  sons  of  the  said  second  son  of  his  brother  Reginald 
Brown,  according  to  their  seniority,  and  to  the  heirs  male  of 
the  bodies  of  the  said  third,  fourth,  fifth,  and  other  sons  of  the 
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aaid  second  son  of  Reginald ;  with  remainder  to  the  eldest  or 
next  son  or  sons  of  Reginald  for  life;  and  after  his  or  their 
deaths,  to  the  heirs  male  of  their  bodies. 

Reginald  Brown  had  no  son  but  William^  at  the  time  of  the 
testator's  death,  but  afterwards  had  a  second  son  named  Thomas ; 
William  Brown  died  without  issue  male ;  and  the  question  was, 
what  estate  Thomas  Brown  took  under  the  will. 

The  Coart  of  King's  Bench  was  of  opinion^  that  Thomas 
Brown  took  an  estate  tail.  A  writ  of  error  was  brought  in  the 
House  of  Lords;  and  the  following  question  was  put  to  the 
Judges : — ^'  Whether  Thomas,  the  second  son  of  Reginald 
Brown,  took  any  and  what  estate,  under  the  will  of  Joshua 
Brown."  Whereupon  the  Lord  Ch.  B.  delivered  their  una- 
Dimous  opinion — ^That  Thomas,  the  second  son  of  Reginald 
Brown,  took  an  estate  tail  under  the  will  of  Joshua  Brown." 
Whereupon  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  was 
aflSnned* 

40.  In  cases  where  a  perpetuity  is  attempted  there  is  a  ma-  ^^^  ^^  ^^' 

.  struction  will 

tenal  dinerence  between  a  deed  and  a  will ;  for  in  the  case  of  a  hecif  pre*^ 
deed  all  the  limitations  are  totally  void  ;  but  in  the  case  of  a  will, 
the  courts  do  not,  if  they  can  possibly  avoid  it,  construe  the  de- 
vise to  be  utterly  void,  but  expound  the  will  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  carry  the  testator's  intention  into  effect,  as  far  as  the  rules 
r^pecting  perpetuities  will  allow  ;  which  is  called  a  construction 
cif  pre9. 

41.  A  person  devised  his  estate  to  the  Drapers'  Company  and  Humberston  v. 

*  .  HumberstoD, 

their  successors,  in  trust  to  convey  the  same  to  his  godson  M.  H.  i  P.  Wms.  332. 
for  life,  and  upon  the  death  of  the  said  M.  H.,  to  his  first  son  for 
life ;  and  so  to  the  first  son  of  that  son  for  life,  &c. ;  and  if  no 
issue  male  of  the  first  son,  then  to  the  second  son  of  the  said 
M.  H.  for  life,  and  so  to  his  first  son,  8cc.     On  a  bill  brought  for 
an  execution  of  the  trusts  of  this  will.  Lord  Cowper  said,  though 
an  attempt  to  make  a  perpetuity,  for  successive  lives  be  vain,  yet 
so  far  as  is  consistent  with  the  rules  of  law,  it  ought  to  be  com- 
plied with  :  and  therefore  let  all  the  sons  of  these  Humberstons 
that  are  already  born,  take  estates  for  their  lives ;  but  where  the  y^^j^  ^^^  ^' 
limitation  is  to  the  first  son  unborn,  there  the  limitation   to  2Bro.c.C.5i. 
such  unborn  son  shall  be  in  tail  male. 

42.  In  a  modern  case,  where  there  was  a  devise  of  land  to  Soraeryiiic  ». 

Letnbndge, 

trustees  in  fee,  in  trust  for  A.  an  infant,  for  ninety-nino  years,  if  6  Term  11.213. 
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he  should  so  long  live ;  and  after  that  term  to  his  first,  second^ 

thirds  and  other  sons,  and  the  issue  male  of  their  bodies,  for  the 

like  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  as  they  should  be  in  seniority  of 

Beard  v.  birth.    The  Judges  of  the  Court  of  K.  B.  certified  that  the  de- 

s.  33.     '      '   vise  to  the  first  unborn  son  of  A.  was  good ;  but  the  subsequent 

limitations  were  void. 

43.  So  where  there  is  a  proviso  in  a  will,  of  which  the  eflTect 

would  be  to  prevent  a  power  of  alienation  for  a  longer  time  than 

the  law  allows,  such  proviso  will  be  deemed  void,  and  the  rest 

of  the  will  good. 

Ladev.Holford,      44.  Sir  John  Lade  devised  certain  lands  to  trustees  and  their 

1  Black. R.  428.  beirs^  to  the  use  of  his  cousin  John  Inskip  for  life,  remainder  to 

Amb.  479.         trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  remainder  to  his  first 

and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  trustees 
and  their  heirs,  during  the  life  of  Ann  Nutt,  in  trust  to  apply  the 
rents  and  profits  for  the  benefit  of  such  of  her  sons,  or  such 
other  person,  as  for  the  time  being  should  be  in  esse,  and  would 
be  the  next  tenant  for  life,  or  in  tail,  by  virtue  of  the  limitations 
in  his  will,  in  case  Ann  Nutt  were  dead ;  and  from  and  after  her 
decease,  then  to  the  use  of  her  first  and  other  sons  successively  in 
tail :  provided  that  during  the  time  the  said  John  Inskip  should 
be  under  the  age  of  twenty-six,  and  so  often,  and  during  such 
time  as  the  person  who  for  the  time  being  would,  by  virtue  of  the 
said  will,  have  been  entitled  in  possession  to  the  devised  pre- 
mises, as  tenant  for  life,  or  tenant  in  tail,  should  be  under  the 
age  of  twenty-six  years,  the  trustees  and  their  heirs  should  and 
might  enter  on  the  premises,  and  take  the  rents  and  profits,  and 
apply  them  to  the  following  uses,  viz.  to  allow  to  such  persons 
certain  annual  sums  till  they  attain  the  age  of  twenty-six,  and  to 
lay  out  the  residue  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  to  be  settled  as  the 
estate  devised. 

John  Inskip  died,  leaving  his  wife  ensient  with  a  son,  who  while 
an  infant,  exhibited  his  bill  in  Chancery,  praying  to  be  let  into 
possession  of  the  estate,  when  he  should  arrive  at  the  age  of 
twenty-one.  Lord  Henley  directed  a  case  to  be  sent  to  the  Court 
of  K.  B.  for  their  opinion  on  this  question : — ^Whether  Rose 
Fuller,  the  heir  of  the  surviving  trustee,  did,  upon  the  birth  of 
the  plaintiff,  take  any  and  what  estate  in  the  devised  premises 
by  virtue  of  the  said  proviso. 

It  was  contended  that  no  estate  vested  in  the  trustees,  the 
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proviso  being  void ;  whether  it  meant  to  vest  a  determinable  fee 
in  the  tnistees,  or  a  mere  chattel  interest :  because  in  the  first 
case  it  tended  to  a  perpetuity^  by  taking  away  the  power  of 
alienation  five  .years  longer  than  the  policy  of  the  law  admitted ; 
iu  the  latter  case,  it  had  the  same  inconvenience,  and  was  in 
derogation  of  the  legal  powers  of  tenant  in  tail. 

The  Court  of  K.  B.  appears  to  have  been  of  this  opinion^  for 
they  certified  that  Rose  Fuller  did  not  take  any  estate  in  the 
premises  devised,  by  virtue  of  the  proviso  in  the  will  of  the  said 
testator,  (a) 

45.  It  has  been  always  held  that  no  averment  can  be  admitted  No  avenneDt 

....  .  .  ^  .  1  »  «    admitted  to  ex- 

to  explain  a  devise,  as  the  construction  of  it  must  be  collected  plain  demises, 
from  the  words  of  the  will ;  for  it  would  be  full  of  great  incon-  5  fef^.^' 
fenience  that  none  should  know,  by  the  written  words  of  the  ^^27,  ^^' 

^  1  Mod.  310. 

will,  what  construction  to  make,  or  advice  to  give,  but  it  should 

be  controlled  by  collateral  averments,  out  of  the  will.    And  this  1  Nev.  &  Man. 

667 

doctrine  was  fully  established  by  the  statute  of  Frauds. 

46.  Papers  and  writings  were  offered  in  evidence,  to  prove  Bertie  v. 
what  was  said  to  be  the  intention  of  a  testator.     But  it  was  de-  i^|[°^i 
creed  that  they  should  not  influence  the  construction  of  a  will  in 
writing ;  for  that  would  be  to  make  them  part  of  the  will  itself. 

And  it  is  expressly  required  by  the  statute  of  Frauds,  that  every 
part  of  a  will  shall  be  in  writing. 

47.  The  deposition  of  a  person  who  prepared  a  will  was  offered  Broughton  v. 
to  be  read,  to  prove  the  declarations  of  the  testator,  at  the  time  Tit  7Vc°d. 
he  gave  the  instructions  for  his  will,  respecting  his  intention  ot 

girii^  his  wife  the  several  devises  and  bequests  mentioned  in  the 

will,  over  and  above  her  jointure :  but  Lord  Bathurst  would  not  e  Ves.  32. 

suffer  such  evidence  to  be  read. 

48.  In  the  case  of  an  ambiguitas  latetis,  an  averment,  supported  Unless  there  be 
by  parol  evidence,  is  admissible,  to  explain  such  ambiguity.     If  \i^^^  *°^ 
therefore  a  testator  having  two  sons  of  the  name  of  John,  devises  5  ^f^*^^?* 
generally  to  his  son  John,  there  parol  evidence  will  be  admitted  Hob.  32. 

to  prove  which  John  the  testator  meant. 

49.  A  person  being  seised  in  fee,  as  heir  of  his  mother's  mother,  Harris «.  Epis. 
devised  the  lands  to  trustees  in  fee,  in  trust  to  pay  annuities ;  wms.  13S.  ' 
and  the  residue  to  go  to  the  testator's  right  heirs,  of  his  mother's 

side,  for  ever.     The  testator  had  two  heirs  of  his  mother's  side, 

(a)  The  doctiine  of  perpetuities  will  be  more  fully  considered  in  the  chapters  re- 
rpectin^  executory  devises. — Note  to  former  edition. 
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one  who  was  heir  of  the  mother's  father,  anci  the  other,  heir  of 
MiDshuii  V.  the  mother^s  mother.  Parol  evidence  was  admitted  to  prove  that 
lAtk.  41*1.  the  testator,  when  he  made  his  will,  declared  that  the  heir  of 
f  Cr'^&M?^'  his  mother's  mother  should  have  his  estate,  because  it  came  frooi 
235.  thence. 

60.  Parol  evidence  has  also  been  admitted  to  clear  up  a  mis- 

2  Ves.217.       take  in  the  description  of  a  devisee.     And  Sir  J.  Strange,  M.  R. 

has  said  that  in  no  instance  parol  evidence  should  be  admitted  in 

Stephenson  v.     Contradiction  to  the  words  of  a  will ;  but  if  the  words  were 

i^Ed^^^  38        doubtful  and  ambiguous,  and  unless  some  reasonable  light  were 

let  in  to  determine  that,  the  will  would  fall  to  the  ground ; 

any  thing  to  explain,  not  to  contradict  the  will,  waa  always 

admitted. 

Thomas  V.  ^l*  George  Evans   devised    to  his    grandniaughter,    Mary 

6Teirm  k.  671.  'I'1^^°^A8  of  Llechlloyd,  in  Merthyr  parish,  the  reversion  of  a  house. 

At  the  time  of  his  death  the  devisor  bad  a  granddaughter  of  the 
name  of  Eleanor  Evans,  who  lived  at  Llechlloyd  in  Merthyr 
parish  ;  and  a  great  grand-daughter,  Mary  Thomas,  an  infant  of 
two  years,  being  the  only  person  of  that  name  in  the  family;  but 
it  appeared  that  she  lived  at  Green  Castle  in  the  parish  of 
Llangain,  four  miles  from  Merthyr  parish ;  in  which  latter  parish 
she  had  never  been  in  her  life. 

At  the  trial  the  plaintiff's  counsel  proposed  giving  parol  evi- 
dence to  show  a  mistake  in  the  name  of  the  devisee ;  that  when 
the  will  was  read  over  to  the  devisor  by  Phihps,  the  person  who 
drew  it,  and  who  was  dead,  the  devisor  said  there  was  a  mistake 
in  the  name  of  the  woman  to  whom  the  house  was  given ;  that 
Philips  then  said  he  would  rectify  it ;  but  the  devisor  answetBd, 
there  was  no  occasion,  as  the  place  of  abode  and  the  parish 
would  be  sufficient.  To  this  evidence  the  defendant's  counsel  ob- 
jected, contending  that  there  was  not  that  ambiguUas  laiem  which 
authorized  the  receiving  of  parol  evidence.  That  if  the  doubt 
had  arisen  from  there  being  two  persons  of  the  name  of  Mary 
Thomas,  parol  evidence  might  be  admitted,  to  explain  which  of 
them  was  meant ;  but  here  the  inaccuracy  of  the  description  was 
not  such  as  to  raise  a  sufficient  degree  of  doubt  to  let  in  the 
parol  evidence,  for  grand-daughter  would  properly  enough  sig- 
nify great  grand-daughter;  and  the  mistake  of  the  residence 
was  only  in  a  matter  of  description,  which  was  perpetually  vary- 
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ing,  and  could  not  raise  any  doubt,  where  a  name,  not  appli* 
cable  to  any  other  than  the  defendant,  was  used ;  which  was  a 
circamstance  of  the  greatest  weight  in  these  cases. 

Mr.  Justice  Lawrence  received  the  eyidence,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  on  its  admissibility,  in  case  the  jury  should 
be  of  opinion  that  the  name  Mary  Thomas  had,  by  mistake, 
been  inserted,  instead  of  Eleanor  Evans. 

The  defendant's  counsel  then  offered  evidence  of  declarations 
made  by  the  devisor  at  other  times,  previous  to  the  making  of 
his  wiU,  expressive  of  his  regard  for  his  great  grand-daughter 
the  defendant,  and  of  his  intention  of  giving  her  the  house  in 
question.  This  was  rejected  by  the  Judge,  who  was  of  opinion 
that  nothing  dehors  the  will  could  be  received  to  show  the  in- 
tention of  the  devisor ;  which  could  only  be  collected  from  the 
words  of  the  will  itself,  after  the  removal  of  any  latent  ambiguity 
there  might  be  in  the  description  of  persons,  or  other  terms  used 
in  the  will. 

The  jury  found  for  the  heir  at  law,  on  the  ground  that  the 
will  was  void  for  uncertainty.     Upon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial. 
Lord  Kenyon  said,  that  as  there  were  two  parts  of  the  descrip- 
tion, not  answering  to  Mary  Thomas,  who  was  named  in  the 
will,  the  Court  was  left  to  conjecture  who  was  meant  by  the 
devisor ;  but  the  law  would  not  allow  an  heir  at  law  to  be  disin- 
herited by  conjecture.      With   regard   to  the   other  question,  i  Maule  & 
respecting  rejection  of  evidence,  the  learned  Judge  did  right  in  ^^'''"•^o^- 
rejecting  it;  the  supposed  declarations  having  been  made  by  the 
testator  long  before  the  will  was  made ;  though  had  they  been  ^^^^  ^oe  v. 
made  at  the  time  of  making  the  will,  he  should  have  thought  ii  East.  441. 
them  admissible  in  evidence. 

62.  Where  parol  evidence  is  admitted  to  explain  a  will,  it  may 
be  encountered  by  parol  evidence. 

53.  On  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  in  ejectment,  wherein  the  Jones  v. 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  heir  at  law,  and  the  defendant's  title  f  BladL?R.  60. 
arose  upon  a  will,  which  devised  the  premises  to  John  Cluer  of 
Calcot,  under  whom  the  defendant  claimed.  The  plaintiff  gave 
evidence,  that  at  the  time  of  making  the  will,  there  were 
two  John  Cluers,  father  and  son,  and  that  therefore  the  devise 
was  to  the  father,  who  died  before  the  testatrix,  and  so  the  de- 
vise was  lapsed  and  void.     Upon  which  the  defendant  offered 
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to  prove  by  parol  evidence  that  the  testatrix  intended  to  leave  it 
to  John  Cluer  the  son.  But  the  Judge  would  not  suffer  it;  and 
a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff.  Per  totam  curiam,  the 
Court  was  mistaken ;  the  objection  arose  from  parol  evidence, 
and  ought  to  be  encountered  by  the  same. 
Jervonev.Diike  64.  [We  may  lastly  observe,  that  in  construing  devises  it 
UndA  j^^  w,  makes  no  difference,  that  the  testator  has  not  the  legal  estate.] 

673.' 
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CHAP.  X. 


Construction — What  words  create  a  Devise,  and  describe  the 
De^mees,  and  the  Things  devised. 


Sect.   2.  What  Wardi  create  a  Devise. 
7.  Wards  of  Advice  or  Desire 

do  Mi  create  a  Devise. 
14.  But  sometimes  raise  a  Trust. 
18.  Devi»e9  by  JmpUcation. 
27.  What    Words  necesaary^to 

describe  the  Devisees. 
S7.  The  Word  Heir. 
49.  The  Word  lesue. 
62.  The  Words  Sone,  Children^ 

RelatumSf  Sfc, 

60.  The  Words  House  or  FamUy. 

61 .  What  Words  necessary  to  de- 

scribe the  Things  devised. 

62.  Idmds^  Tenements^  and  Here- 

ditaments, 
66.  Messuage  and  House. 


Sect.  69.  The  Word  Estate. 
72.  AU  my  Rents. 
74.  All  I  am  worth. 
76.  The  Word  Legacy. 
81.  Residue    or    Remainder  ^ 

Estate. 
90.  Effect  qf  additional  Words. 
98.  Words  applied  against  their 

technical  meaning, 
iOl.  General  Words  confined  to 

Freeholds, 
117.  What   Words  necessary    to 

jfass  Reversions. 
1S2    And   Mortgages   or  Lands 
hHd  in  Trust. 

142.  And  Equities  qf  Redemption. 

143.  And  Copyholds. 


Section  I. 

Hating  stated  the  general  rules  by  which  devises  are  con- 
struedy  it  will  now  be  necessary  to  inquire,  I.  What  words  are 
necessary  to  create  a  devise.  II.  What  words  are  necessary  to 
describe  the  devisees.  III.  What  words  are  necessary  to  de- 
scribe the  property  intended  to  be  devised.  And  IV.  What 
words  are  necessary  to  denote  the  quantity  and  nature  of  the  es- 
tate intended  to  be  devised. 

2.  With  respect  to  the  words  necessary  to  create  a  devise,  What  woidt 
the  proper  and  technical  words  are,  give  and  devise;  but  any  "••^*  ^^*^' 
other  words  which  sufficiently  show  the  intention  of  the  testator 
to  dispose  of  all,  or  any  part  of  his  lands  or  real  estate,  will  be 
sufficient  for  that  purpose. 
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Bro  Ab.  3.  A  person  haviDg  conveyed  his  estate  to  feoffees,  to  his  own 

Devise,  pi.  48.  ^  &  J 

use,  before  the  statute  of  Uses,  made  his  will  after  that  statute, 
and  also  after  the  statute  of  Wills,  by  which  he  willed  that  his 
feoffees  should  make  an  estate  to  W.  N.  and  the  heirs  of  his 
body.  This  was  adjudged  to  be  a  good  devise  of  an  estate  tail 
to  W.  N.,  the  intention  being  clear. 
Hodgkinson  v.  4.  A  seised  of  lands  in  fee,  and  having  issue  two  sons,  B.  and 
1  Ld.  Raym.      C.,  devised  several  estates  to  B.  his  eldest  son ;  and  directed 

that  B.  should  renounce  all  his  right  in  Blackacre,  of  which  the 
devisor  was  then  seised,  to  C.    This  was  adjudged  to  amount 
to  a  devise  to  C.  in  fee. 
Trent  ©.  Trent,       6.  A  person,  after  giving  by  his  will  an  annuity  of  200/.  a-year 

to  his  wife,  and  6000/.  to  each  of  his  younger  children,  his  just 
debts  being  first  paid;  appointed  three  persons  "  as  trustees  of 
inheritance  for  the  execution  hereof."   The  question  was,  whether 
the  trustees  took  any  estate  in  the  testator's  real  property,  so  as 
to  render  the  same  chargeable  with  the  annuity  and  legacies. 
The  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  certified  that  the 
trustees  took  no  interest  in  the  real  estates*     Lord  Eldon  being 
dissatisfied  with  this  certificate,  directed  a  case  to  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench,  who  certified  that  the  trustees  did  take  an  estate. 
Lord  Eldon  confirmed  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
and  observed,  it  was  a  material  fact,  that  the  testator  must  have 
known,  when  he  made  his  will,  that  his  personal  estate  was  in- 
sufficient to  answer  its  purposes. 
This  decree  was  affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords. 
Wright  V.  6.  A  mere  recital  in  a  will  does  not  operate  as  a  devise ;  and 

2^ent.'56.       therefore  in  a  case  where  a  person  being  tenant  for  life,  re- 
Right  v.  mainder  to  his  wife  for  life,  remainder  to  his  own  right  heirs ; 

Hammond,  '  o  ^ 

1  Com.  R.  232.  made  his  will,  in  which  he  said,  ''  My  lands  by  Woolwich  my 

wife  is  to  enjoy  for  her  life ;  after  her  death,  of  right  it  goeth  to 
my  daughter  Elizabeth  for  ever,  provided  she  hath  heirs."  It 
was  determined  that  nothing  was  devised  to  Elizabeth ;  for  the 
will  did  not  give  her  any  estate,  but  only  recited  that  it  was  to 
go  to  her. 

Words  of  advice      7.  Words  of  advice,  recommendation,  or  desire,  do  not  create 

or  desire  do  not        «      .  •  1 1      i 

create  a  devise.   ^  devise ;  nor  Will  they  even  operate  so  as  to  raise  a  trust  in 

equity,  unless  the  property  is  certain,  and  the  persons  to  whom 
it  is  given  clearly  described ;  and  even  in  that  case  such  words 
are  not  in  general  deemed  imperative  or  legatary,  where  they  are 
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inconsistent  with  the  antecedent  right  or  interest  devised  to  that 
person  to  whom  they  are  addressed  ;  for  in  such  cases  the  sub- 
ject matter  of  the  recommendation  having  been  once  absolutely 
devised  away,  it  cannot  be  presumed  that  the  testator  intended 
to  use  the  subsequent  words  of  recommendation  in  a  legatary 
sense,  which  would  be  to  construe  his  will  as  inconsistent  with 
itself,  in  one  and  the  same  sentence. 

8.  A  person  gave  all  his  estate  to  his  wife ;  and  then  said,  "  I  Palmer  v. 
deare  and  request  my  said  wife  to  give  all  her  estate,  which  she  a  viD.Ab.289. 
shall  have  at  the  time  of  her  death,  to  her  and  my  nearest  rela-> 

tions,  equally  among  them." 

Lord  Harcourt  said,  the  words  of  the  will  being  so  generali 
both  with  respect  to  the  money,  and  the  persons  to  take  it,  did  not 
amount  to  a  devise ;  but  was  only  a  recommendation  to  the  wife, 
to  make  such  a  disposition.  But  if  he  had  desired  that  she 
should  have  given  to  a  particular  person,  it  would  have  been  a 
good  devise,  and  a  trust. 

9.  Lady  Bland  devised  her  manor  of  Withington,  subject  to  Bland  v.  Bland, 
her  debts  and  charges,  to  her  son  Sir  John  Bland,  his  heirs,  ex-  ^^^^  j^ep. 
ecutors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  ever ;  and  did  thereby 

earnestly  request  her  said  son,  that  in  case  of  failure  of  issue  of 
his  body,  he  would  sometime  in  his  lifetime,  either  by  will,  or 
any  other  writing,  convey  and  settle  the  said  real  estate  so  de* 
vised  by  her  to  him,  or  so  much  thereof  as  he  should  stand  seised 
of  at  the  time  of  his  death,  so  and  in  such  manner  as  that  after 
failure  of  issue  of  his  body,  the  same  might  come  to  be  enjoyed 
by  her  daughter,  and  the  heirs  of  her  body ;  with  several  re- 
mainders over. 

Sir  J.  Bland  disposed  of  the  manor  of  Withington  by  his  will. 

Lord  Hardwicke  said,  that  in  law.  Sir  John  Bland  clearly  had 
a  power  of  disposing ;  the  devise  being  to  him  and  his  heirs,  not 
subject  to  any  trust:  but  whether  he  had  such  an  estate  in 
equity  was  the  doubt;  which  depended  upon  the  request  in 
Lady  Bland's  will,  whether  imperative  or  not ;  for  if  it  was  the 
former.  Sir  J.  Bland  must  then  be  considered  as  a  trustee  for  the 
uses  in  the  will.  In  order  to  make  such  construction,  the  party 
must  declare  his  will,  and  not  leave  it  purely  to  the  option  of 
the  devisee,  whether  he  will  or  will  not  give  the  estate.  There 
had  been  many  cases  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  where  clauses 
directory  had  been  taken  for  a  disposition  ;  as  in  those  of  Mason 
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Infra,  s.  16.       v.  Limbery,  and  Massey  v.  Sherman^  where  there  were  the  words 

trust  and  confidence.  But  as  it  was  so  in  some  instancesi  it  might 
be  otherwise  in  others ;  and  the  request  to  be  complied  with 
barely  at  the  devisee's  discretion.  In  the  present  case  he  thought 
Lady  Bland  did  not  mean  her  request  to  her  son  as  imperative, 
but  discretionary ;  for  he  was  not  desired  to  settle  any  part  of 
the  lands^  but  might  sell  the  whole  if  he  pleased  ;  and  this  was 
a  bare  request,  not  obligatory,  but  subject  to  his  judgment,  as 
to  such  parts  as  he  should  die  seised  of.  He  might  have  sold 
them  for  a  valuable  consideration,  might  have  advanced  a  son  or 
daughter  in  marriage  with  them,  or  put  them  to  any  other  use 
he  should  think  fit.  It  was  said  that  the  debts  and  charges  to 
which  the  lands  were  liable,  answered  the  doubt  arising  from  the 
words  so  much.  But  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies,  had  no 
sort  of  connexion  with,  and  bore  no  relation  to,  the  time  of  his 
death  ;  which  was  the  only  point  of  time  to  which  the  request 
related.  And  this  brought  it  very  near  to  the  case  of  the  Attor- 
Fitzg. 314.        ney -General  v.  Hal),  before  Lord  King;  where  it  was  held  that 

the  absolute  property  vested  in  the  son,  and  that  he  might  dis- 
pose of  it.  Here  it  was  not  a  bare  power,  but  the  fee  itself  that 
was  given ;  and  his  power  of  disposing  was  not  collateral,  but 
flowed  from  the  nature  of  the  estate  given  him.  He  was,  there- 
fore, of  this  opinion,  upon  the  penning  of  the  will,  by  which  he 
did  not  mean  to  contradict  former  cases,  wherein  there  was  a 
desire  to  settle  a  particular  thing ;  here  being  no  such  desire, 
either  as  to  any  particular  part,  or  the  whole,  but  all  absolutely 
left  in  Sir  J.  Bland's  power,  to  dispose  of  or  not,  as  he  should 
think  fit. 
Cunliflfe  V.  10-  Sir  E.  Cunlifie  devised  certain  sugar-houses  and  stock  in 

P^^it'ch^  ^^^^  ^^  •^'^  ^^  ^^'  ^-  Cunliffe,  the  plaintiflF's  brother;  never- 
201.  note.  theless,  in  case  Sir  E.  Cunliffe  should  die  without  a  son.  he  re- 
S.  C.Amb.'686.  commended  it  to  him  to  give  and  devise  the  said  premises  to  the 
532.  3 1^.'  7.     plftintifF.     It  was  held  by  the  Lords  Commissioners,  Aston  and 

Smythe,  that  the  word  recommend  was  not  sufficient  to  raise  a 

trust  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 

LeMaitrev.  11.  A  testatrix  gave  her  fortune  to  A. ;  and  if  he  should  die 

PnacTin^Cha!**^  without  issue,  she  recommended  it  to  him  to  do  justice  to  B.  and 

201.  n.  Finch's  her  children,  if  he  should  think  them  worthy  of  it.     But  if  any 

unforeseen  accident  should  make  the  whole,  or  any  part,  accept- 
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able  or  serviceable  to  him,  he  might  dispose  of  it,  if  he  should 
think  fit.     It  was  held  to  be  no  trust,  (a) 
12.  R.  Harland  beine:  seised  in  fee  of  the  manor  of  Sutton,  Harlaado. 

Trigg, 

devised  it  to  his  eldest  son  Philip,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  i  Bro'.  C.  C. 

first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male.     Philip  entered  upon  this  ^^^' 

estate ;  and  being  possessed  of  leasehold  estates  in  Sutton,  some 

for  lives,  and  others  for  years,  by  his  will  gave  his  leasehold 

estate  for  lives  to  the  trustees  of  his  father's  will,  to  the  same 

uses  to  which  the  lands  devised  by  the  father's  will  were  limited, 

fo  far  as  by  law  he  could.     And  then  followed  this  clause, — 

"  All  my  other  leasehold  estates  in  the  parish  or  township  of 

Sutton,  I  give  to  my  brother,  J.  Harland,  for  ever,  hoping  he 

will  continue  them  in  the  family." 

Lord  Thurlow  held,  that  the  will  in  this  instance  did  not  im- 
port a  devise,  as  the  words  did  not  clearly  demonstrate  an 
object 

13.  [In  addition  to  the  case  above  stated,  the  reader  is  referred  i  Sim.  534. 
to  Sale  v.  Moore,  and  which  falls  within  the  class  where  the  age  v.  Loid 
recommendation  failed  to  constitute  a  trust,  on  account  of  the  priceTso.^^ 
objects  of  the  testator's  bounty  not  being  distinctly  ascertained.] 

14.  Notwithstanding  the  authority  of  the  preceding  deter«  But  sometimei 

..  .,  •  1  •  1^  J       ^  J     •  i    raise  a  tniftt. 

mmations,  there  are  some  cases  in  which  words  of  desire  and 
request  have  been  held  to  be  imperative  and  legatory,  and  con- 
sequently to  create  a  trust ;  but  that  was  only  where  the  pro- 
perty was  certain,  and  the  objects  of  the  testator's  bounty 
clearly  pointed  out. 

15.  A  person  devised  a  copyhold  to  his  wife  in  fee;  adding  Masaeyt;. 
these  words,  ''  not  doubting  but  that  my  wife  will  dispose  of  the  Ain™520. 
same  to  and  amongst  my  children,  as  she  shall  please."    This 

was  held  by  Lord  Hardwicke  to  be  a  trust  for  the  children,  as 
she  should  appoint. 

16.  E.  Wortley  devised  his  collieries  and  coal  mines  to  trus-  Bute  v.  smart, 

1  Bro.  Pari. 

Ca.  476. 
(fl)  [To  tbe  praceding  cases  the  following  may  be  added  as  fialliiig  within  that  class 

where  the  recommendation  was  not  held  to  amount  to  a  trust,  on  account  of  the  propertj 
io  respect  of  which  the  recommendation  was  given,  not  being  distinctly  ascertained.  Attor- 
ney-Gen. V.  Hall,  FiU.  Rep.  314.  cited  in  Flanders  v.  Clark,  1  Yes.  Sen.  9.  Wynne  v. 
Hawkins,  1  Bio.  C.  C  179.  Sprange  v.  Barnard,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  666.  Wilson  v. 
Major,  11  Yes.  205.  Bull  v.  Kingston,  1  Mer.  314.  Eade  v.  Bade,  6  Mad.  118. 
Curtis  v.  Rippoo,  t^.  434.  Abraham  v.  Alman,  1  Rus.  509.  Bourn  «•  Oibbs,  1  Rus. 
&  Myl.  614. 

VOL.  VI.  Bt 
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teesy  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon 
trust,  to  convey  and  dispose  of  the  same  in  such  manner  as  bis 
daughter,  whether  sole  or  covert,  should  direct  or  appoint,  by 
any  writing  or  writings  under  her  hand  and  seal.  And  in  a 
subsequent  part  of  the  will  the  testator  declared,  that  although 
his  meaning  was  to  give  his  said  daughter  the  absolute  dispoeal 
of  the  said  collieries,  to  prevent  the  expense  and  trouble  that 
must  attend  the  management  of  affairs  of  such  a  nature  under 
the  direction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  he  requested  his  said 
daughter  to  direct  the  money  arising  therefrom  to  be  applied  in 
such  manner  as  he  had  directed  the  same,  in  default  of  her  di- 
rection and  appointment. 

A  question  having  arisen  on  the  construction  of  this  will, 
whether  Lady  Bute  had  an  absolute  power  of  disposing  of  the 
collieries.  Lord  Henley  declared  that  the  testator  did  not  intend 
to  empower  Lady  Bute  to  direct  the  trustees  to  dispose  of  the 
premises  for  her  absolute  benefit,  or  without  consideration  ;  but 
that  he  intended  only  to  give  her  a  power  to  have  the  same  sold, 
and  that  the  money  arising  therefrom  should  be  applied  to  the 
purchase  of  lands,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  clear  profits  of 
the  premises,  in  case  she  had  made  no  appointment.  And  de- 
creed accordingly,  which  was  affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords. 
Wright  v.  17.  A  testator  devised  all  his  manors,  8cc.  unto  his  mother 

17  Vet'. 255.      and  her  heirs  for  ever;  in  the  fullest  confidence  that,  after  her 

decease,  she  would  devise  the  property  to  his  family. 

It  was  decreed  by  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  R.  that  the  words  were 
sufficient  to  raise  a  trust,  the  word  family,  in  a  devise  of  real  pro- 
perty, meaning  the  same  as  heir  at  law.  (a) 

(a)  In  Doe  v.  Wrighte,  2  B.  &  Aid.  710.  t  devise,  accompanied  with  a  desire  that 
the  devisee  would  coovey  to  some  charitable  uses,  was  held  void. — NaU  toformer  Edition. 

[The  following  are  the  principal  cases  in  which  words  of  recommendation  have  been 
considered  imperative,  and  therefore  amounting  to  a  trust  for  the  objects  of  the  testator's 
bounty :  although  they  chiefly  relate  to  bequests  of  personalty,  the  Editor  deems  it  advis- 
able here  to  refer  to  them,  as  they  apply  not  only  to  bequests  of  chattels  personal,  but  be- 
quests of  chattels  real,  a  portion  of  the  law  of  real  property  strictly  coming  within  the  pro- 
fessed scope  of  the  present  work.  Where  words  of  deiirw  are  used,  Mason  v.  Limbury  cited 
Vernon  v.  Vernon,  Amb.  4.  Eales  v.  England,  Pr.  Ch.  200.  Harding  v.  Glyn,  1  Atk. 
468.  S.  C.  5.  Ves.  501.  8  Ves.  571.  1  Turn.  &  R.  161.  Not  doubting,  Masaey  v. 
Sherman,  Amb.  520.  Reqtttst,  Nowlan  v.  Nelligan,  1  Bro.  C.  C  489.  Pieraon  v. 
Garnet,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  226.  Fr.  Ch.  201.  note  Ed.  Finch.  Recommend,  Malim  r. 
Keighley,  2  Ves.  Jun.  333.  Horwood  v.  West,  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  387.  Dashwood  v.  Pey. 
ton,  18  Ves.  41.  Broad  v.  Bevan,  1  Russ.  511  note.    Authorixe  and  empower.   Brown 
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18.  The  Courts  ha?e  in  some  instances  allowed  of  a  devise  by  Devises  by  im- 
implication,  (a)  where  it  has  been  very  apparent,  in  order  to  sup-  ^  '^^  ^"* 
port  and  effectuate  the  intention  of  the  testator ;  but  in  cases  of 

this  kind  the  implication  must  be  a  plain,  and  not  merely  a  pos- 
sible or  probable  one  ;  for  the  title  of  the  heir  at  law  being  plain 
and  obvious,  no  words  in  a  will  ought  to  be  construed  in  such  a  Moone  v. 
manner  as  to  defeat  it,  if  they  can  have  any  other  signification.  Wiiies'  Rep. 
And  Lord  Eldon  has  said — "  With  regard  to  that  expression,  ^*^' 
necessary  implication,  I  will  repeat  what  I  have  before  stated  i  Ves.  & 
from  a  note  of  Lord  Hardwicke's  judgment  in  Coryton  v.  Helliar,  ' 

that  in  construing  a  will,  conjecture  must  not  be  taken  for  im- 
plication ;  but  necessary  implication  means,  not  natural  neces-  Ante,  c.  9. 
sity,  but  so  strong  a  probability  of  intention,  that  an  intention 
contrary  to  that  which  is  imputed  to  the  testator  cannot  be 
supposed/* 

19.  The  first  case  in  which  a  devise  by  implication  was  allow-  Bro.  Ab.  De- 
ed, arose  in  13  Hen.  7.    A  man  devised  his  goods  to  his  wife,  Cro.  Ja.  75. 
and  that  after  her  decease  his  son  and  heir  should  have  a  certain 

house.     It  was  determined  that  this  was  a  good  devise  of  the 

house  to  the  wife  for  life,  by  implication ;  for  by  the  express 

words  of  the  will,  the  heir  was  not  to  take  it  till  after  the  death  Dyer  v.  Dyer. 

of  the  wife ;  therefore,  if  she  did  not  take  it,  no  one  else  could. 

20.  It  was  also  formerly  held,  that  a  devise  to  a  stranger,  after  Hi|ham  v. 
the  death  of  the  devisor's  wife,  would  give  the  wife  an  estate  for  cro.  Eiiz.  15. 
life  by  implication.     But  this  determination  has  been  repeatedly 
contradicted ;  because  in  this  case  two  implications  arise,  the 

one,  that  the  testator  meant  his  lands  should  go  to  his  wife ;  the 
other,  that  thev  should  descend  to  his  heir :  and  therefore  the 
implication  in  favour  of  the  wife  being  only  a  possible,  and  not  a 
necessary  one,  the  title  of  the  heir  must  prevail.    Thus  where  a 

X.  Higgs,  4  Vei.  708.  5  lb.  495.  8  lb.  561.  18  lb.  192.  Will  and  duire,  with 
power  of  Mkction.  Forbes  v.  Ball,  3  Mer.  437.  Birch  v.  Wade,  3  Vea.  &  Bea. 
198.  Tibbits  v.  TibbiU,  19  Vea.  656.  1  Jac.  317.  Cniwys  v.  Colman,  9  Ves.  319. 
twtrmt,  with  power  of  selection.  Prevost  v.  Clarke,  2  Mad.  458.  The  foUowiog  cases 
fonn  a  class  whereiD  the  above  words  were  held  not  to  be  imperative,  and  therefore  not 
nisiDg a  trust.  Bull  v.  Vardy,  1  Ves.  J.  270.  Meggison  v.  Moore,  2  Ves.  J.  630. 
Paal  V.  Conpton,  8  Ves.  375.  Robinson  v.  Smith,  6  Mad.  194. 1  Russ.  509.  Mere- 
dith f .  Heocage,  I  Sim.  542.    Foley  v.  Parry,  5  Sim.  138.] 

(«)  [In  Patton  v.  Randall,  1  Jac.  &  Wal.  196.  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  R.  observes, 
"  Befors  an  implication  is  raised,  there  must  be  an  absence  of  express  devise )  and  in 
opposition  to  a  devise,  it  can  never  be  raised."] 

M   2 
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Smartiev.         persoii  devised   to  A.  and  his  heirs,  after  the  death   of  the 

2  Lev.  207.       devisor  and   his  wife,   it  was  determined  that  the  wife   took 
I.Jones.  93.     nothing,  but  that  the  lands  should  descend  to  the  heir,  during 

her  life. 
Ftwlkner  v.  21.  A  copyholder  devised  underwoods  to  I.  S.  for  twenty  years 

1  Vera.  21.       after  the  death  of  his  wife,  to  raise  portions  for  his  younger 

children.    The  question  was^  whether  the  wife  took  an  estate 

for  life  by  implication  ? 

1  p.  Will.  38.        Lord  Nottingham  said,  where  such  a  devise  was  made  to  the 

473.  31b305.    ,    .        .  •     f    ,  ,       ,,       -  i.  r    i      •        i 

3  Vera.  L572.]    nar,  there  indeed  an  estate  should  arise  to  the  wife  by  implica- 

tion ;  but  where  it  was  devised  to  a  stranger,  as  in  this  case, 
there,  in  the  mean  time,  it  should  descend  to  the  heir. 
Gardner  V.  22.  A  person  having  issue  a  son,  who  was  his  heir  apparent, 

Vaugh.  259.      &"<!  two  daughters,  devised  in  these  words :  *'  If  it  happens  my 

son  B.  and  my  two  daughters  to  die  without  issue,  then  all  my 
lands  shall  be  and  remain  to  my  nephew  D.  and  his  heirs/'  It 
was  held,  I.  That  no  express  estate  was  by  this  will  given  to  his 
children.  II.  That  they  did  not  take  any  estate  by  implication ; 
because  then  it  must  either  be  a  joint  estate  for  life,  with  seve- 
ral inheritances  in  tail,  or  several  estates  tail  in  succession.  The 
last  it  could  not  be,  because  it  would  be  uncertain  who  should 
take  first,  who  next,  &c. ;  and  the  first  it  could  not  be,  because 
the  heir  at  law  shall  not  be  disinherited  without  a  plain  implica- 
tion, which  in  this  case  there  was  not ;  for  it  was  only  a  desig- 
nation and  appointment  of  the  time  when  the  land  should  come 
to  the  nephew;  and  therefore  the  lands  descended  to  the  heir  at 
law. 

23.  [Where  a  provision  is  made  for  a  devisee  or  legatee  out  of 

property  real  or  personal  until  a  certain  event,  and  nothing 

further  is  added,  the  Courts  have  adopted  the  implication  that 

when  the  event  arises  the  devisee  is  to  take. 

Peat «.  Powell,       24.  Thus  where   a  testator  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his 

2  ib.^229.^^       '^  ^^^  personal  estate  to  his  executors  in  trust  for  his  son  G. 

until  he  should  attain  twenty-one,  and  then  directed  that  the 
fund  should  cease.  Lord  Keeper  Henley  held  tliat  the  testator 
intended  G.  should  take  the  whole  beneficial  interest  in  the 
residue,  and  the  bequest  was  the  same  as  if  the  testator  bad 
said,  I  give  the  residue  of  my  estate  to  trustees  in  trust  for 
G.  until  twenty-one,  and  then  to  G.  and  his  heirs. 
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25.  Again  where  the  happening  of  a  given  event  is  not  pro- 
vided for,  hot  the  not  happening  of  the  event  is. 

26.  As  where  a  testator  bequeathed  leasehold  premises  to  Goodrighto. 
Richard,  until  his  son  Thomas  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-  306.  Tomkins/ 
one,  and  no  longer ;  but  in  case  Thomas  should  not  attain  his  ^enUoned^n 
said  age,  then  over:   and  the  testator  directed  his  said  pre-  Goodtitlev. 
mises  might  be  quitted  and  delivered  up  as  aforesaid  by  Richard  234.  and  cited ' 
accordingly.     Thomas  attained  twenty-one,  and  entered  into  9£a!^t,  4(M.^  ' 
possession.     Lord  Ellenborough  decided  that  he  was  entitled 
absolutely.] 

27.  With  respect  to  the  words  that  are  necessary  in  a  will  to  What  words  ne- 

.  cessaiy  to  de- 

describe  the  devisees,  any  words  that  are  sufficient  to  denote  the  scribe  the  de- 
persons  meant  by  the  testator,  and  to  distinguish  them  from  c!'20.8.io!^^ 
all  others,  operate  as  a  good  description. 

28.  Thus  where  there  was  a  devise  to  Margaret,  the  daughter  9^^«^  '• 

Kemsiey, 

of  W.  K.    The  daughter's  name  was  Margery.     It  was  held  she  1  Freem.  293. 
should  take ;  quia  constat  depersond, 

29.  A  person  devised  an  estate  to  William  Pitcaime,  eldest  son  PJtcairne  «. 

,       ,  ,  Brase,  Finch, 

of  Charles  Pitcaime  of  Twickenham;  who  had  an  eldest  son,  but  403.  Doe  v. 
his  name  was  Andrew.  It  was  decreed  that  Andrew  should  take.  3B.&Aid.'632. 

30.  A  person  devised  all  his  lands  in  Kent  and  Sussex  to  one  ^  Moore,  304. 
of  his  cousin  Nicholas  Amherst's  daughters,  that  should  marry  ^^^  ^* 
with  a  Norton,  within  fifteen  years.    N.  Amherst  had  three  T.  Raytn.  82. 
daughters,  one  of  whom  married  with  a  Norton  within  the  fifteen 

years.  This  was  adjudged  a  good  devise  to  her,  notwithstanding 
the  uncertainty;  and  that  the  law  would  supply  the  words, 
who  shall^rs^  marry. 

31.  It  has  been  stated  that  a  bastard  may  be  a  devisee,  but 
that  he  must,  for  that  purpose,  have  gained  a  name  by  reputa- 
tion, in  order  that  the  devisor  may  describe  him. 

32.  A  person  devised  an  equal  share  of  his  estate  to  his  two  Riven't  cue, 
sons,  James  and  Charles  Rivers.     Lord  Hardwicke  said,  the 
question  was,  whether,  as  it  appeared  that  James  and  Charles 

were  two  illegitimate  children,  this  was  such  a  description  of 
their  persons,  as  would  entitle  them  to  take  under  the  will  ?  In 
the  case  of  a  devise,  any  thing  that  amounted  to  a  designatio 
persona  was  sufficient :  and  though  in  strictness  they  were  not 
bis  SODS,  yet  if  they  had  acquired  that  name  by  reputation,  in 
common  parlance,  they  were  to  be  considered  as  such.     It  had 
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been  said,  the  testator  had  made  a  mistake  in  their  namesi  and 
therefore  they  could  not  take ;  but  the  law  was  otherwise ;  for  if 
a  man  was  mistaken  in  a  devise,  yet  if  the  person  was  clearly  made 
out  by  averment  to  be  the  person  meant,  and  there  could  be  no 
other  to  whom  it  might  be  applied^  the  devise  to  him  was  good. 
WiikiosoD  V.  33.  It  was  held  in  a  late  case,  that  under  a  devise  by  a 

&^B?422y^*    married  man«  having  no  legitimate  children,  ''  to  the  children 

which  I  may  have  by  A.,  and  living  at  my  decease,*'  natural 
Bayley  v.  Snel-  children  who  had  acquired  the  reputation  of  being  his  children 
Suu  78.  "°*      ^y  ^^^9  before  the  date  of  the  will,  were  entitled,  as  upon  the 

whole  will  intended,  and  suflSciently  described. 
Swaioev.  Ken-       34.  But  in  a  subsequent  case  Lord  Eldon  held,  that  under  the 
hT469.^  description  of  children  in  a  will,  illegitimate  children,  existing  at 

the  date  of  the  will,  were  not  entitled,  unless  proved  by  the  will 
itself  to  be  intended.     And  that  evidence  could  be  received  only 
for  the  purpose  of  collecting  who  had  acquired  the  reputation  of 
children. 
Metham  v.  35.  [Nor  consequently  can  natural  children  born  after  the  date 

1  P.  Wili.^529!  of  ^^^  ^iU  take  under  a  bequest  to  the  issue  of  a  particular 
t^'°^^8  v^'^'  person:  as  where  a  bequest  was  to  all  the  natural  children  of  the 
288.  testator's  son,  by  Mrs.  Ileneage,  Lord  Parker,  C.  held  that  chil- 
dren born  after  the  will  did  not  take. 

Eariev. Wilson,       36.  But  a  bcqucst  may  be  made  to  a  natural  child  of  which 
Gordon'v.  Got-  ^  particular  woman  is  ensient  without  reference  to  any  person  as 

don,  I  Mci.141.   |Up  father  1 

6  Mad.  292.      ^^^  lamer.j 

The  wonl  heir.       37.  In  cousequence  of  the  rule  of  law  that  nemo  est  hares 

viventis,  an  immediate  devise  to  the  heirs  of  a  living  person 
would  be  void.  But  a  devise  to  the  heir  special  of  a  living 
person  has  been  held  good,  where  the  word  heir  has  been  qualified 
by  the  words  **  now  living,'*  or  some  other  words  or  circumstances 
have  appeared  in  the  will  to  manifest  the  testator's  intention. 

Burchetto.  38.  A  person  devised  to  a  trustee  and  his  heirs,  in  trust  to 

2  Vent!  311.      permit  Robert  Durdant  to  receive  the  rents  during  his  life,  and 

after  his  decease,  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  the  said 
Robert  Durdant  then  living.  It  was  adjudged  that  this  was  a 
vested  remainder  in  the  only  son  of  Robert  Durdant ;  the  words 
heirs  male  of  the  body  then  living,  being  a  suflScient  designation 
of  such  only  son,  as  much  as  if  it  had  been  to  his  heir  apparent. 
Darbison  v.  ^^-  ^  p^rsou  devised  the  remainder  of  all  his  estate  to  the 

w*""S9  ^  ^*  ^^^^^  "^^'^  ^^  ^''®  '^y  ^^  '^'^  *^"*  Elizabeth  Long,  lawfully  be- 
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gotten ;  and  gave  a  legacy  of  100/.  to  Elizabeth  Long.  At  the 
death  of  the  testator,  Elizabeth  Long  was  living;  and  the 
question  was,  whether  her  eldest  son  could  take  under  this 
devise.  It  was  adjudged  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  that  he 
should  take.  Upon  a  writ  of  error  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
before  the  Ch.  Justices  Parker  and  Trevor,  this  judgment  was 
reversed. 

A  writ  of  error  was  brought  in  the  House  of  Lords,  where  the  ^  firo.  Pirl. 
judgment  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  was  reversed,  and  that  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  affirmed ;  upon  the  principle  that  the 
word  heir  had  several  significations.  In  the  strictest  sense  it 
signified  one  who  succeeded  to  a  dead  ancestor ;  but  it  also 
signified,  in  a  more  general  sense,  an  heir  apparent,  which  sup- 
posed the  ancestor  to  be  living ;  and  in  this  latter  sense,  the 
word  heir  was  frequently  used  in  statutes,  law  books,  and  re- 
cords. As  therefore  the  law  gave  several  senses  to  this  word,  it 
would  be  hard  in  this  case  to  expound  it  in  the  most  strict  and 
rigorous  sense,  which  would  destroy  great  part  of  the  will; 
when  by  law  it  might  have  another  sense,  which  would  support 
the  whole  will,  and  the  manifest  design  of  the  party. 

40.  A  person  devised  to  his  son  Richard  Brooking,  his  heirs  Ooodnght  v. 
male,  and  to  the  heirs  of  his  daughter  Margaret  White,  jointly  w**ioio!*^^* 
and  equally,  to  hold  to  the  heirs  male  of  Richard,  lawfully  be- 
gotten, and  to  the  heirs  of  Margaret,  jointly  and  equally,  and  Doe  v.  Pemtt, 
their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.     It  was  resolved,  that  this  was  ^sfs.^c?'^* 

a  sufficient  designation  of  the  person,  to  make  the  son  of  Margaret  ^^  ^iog-  ^^^* 
take  as  her  heir,  living  the  mother. 

41.  Lands  were  devised  to  a  trustee,  to  receive  and  pay  the  Doe  v.  iron- 
rents  and  profits  for  the  maintenance  of  the  devisor's  niece  3^|^'^'533 
Sarah,  and  the  issue  of  her  body,  begotten  or  to  be  begotten, 

during  the  natural  life  of  the  said  Sarah ;  and  from  and  after 
the  decease  of  his  niece  Sarah,  then  upon  trust  for  the  use  of 
the  heirs  of  the  body  of  his  niece  Sarah,  lawfully  begotten  or  to 
be  begotten,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever;  without  any 
respect  to  be  had  or  made  in  regard  to  seniority  of  age  or 
priority  of  birth.  Sarah  had  a  son  and  two  daughters.  The 
Court  said^  that  the  words,  *'  without  any  respect,  8cc."  plainly 
showed  an  intent  that  the  children  of  Sarah  should  take  as 
purchasers. 
42.  It  has  been  already  stated,  that  formerly,  where  there  was  Tit.  32.  c.  2o. 
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a  limitation  of  a  remainder  in  a  deed  to  an  heir  special,  it  was 
held  that  he  must  answer  both  parts  of  the  description ;  but 
that  this  doctrine  had  been  altered  by  a  modern  decision.  In 
the  case  of  a  devise,  the  same  doctrine  was  held  for  a  long  time, 
but  was  denied  in  the  following  case. 
Wills ».  Pal-         43,  A  person  devised  to  his  son  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first 

mer,  6  Boxr.  «      i  .         . 

2615.  and  other  sons  m  tail  male ;  and  for  want  of  such  issue,  to  the 

heirs  male  of  his  body  begotten.  The  devisor  died,  leaving  a 
grand-daughter,  the  daughter  of  his  eldest  son,  his  heir  at  law ; 
and  a  second  son,  who  died  leaving  a  son.  Upon  a  case  sent 
out  of  Chancery  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
the  Judges  certified,  that  an  estate  in  tail  male  passed  to  the 
grandson,  as  heir  male  of  the  body  of  the  devisor. 

Ford  V.  44.  A  devise  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  devisor  only  extends  to 

11  Mod.  189.     the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  and  not  to  a  collateral  heir;  so  that 

if  the  devisor  has  not  an  heir  male  of  his  body,  the  devise  is 
void. 

Dawei  V.  45.  A  person  devised  his  lands  to  his  grand-daughter,  who 

2  P.  Wms.  1.     ^^  his  heir  at  law,  for  her  life ;  remainder  to  his  own  right 

heirs  male,  for  ever ;  and  died  leaving  his  grand-daughter  his 
heir  at  law,  and  a  deceased  brother's  son,  being  the  next  in  the 
male  line. 

Lord  Macclesfield  held  the  devise  void,  because  it  was  to  the 
heirs  male,  without  saying  of  any  body. 

8  Via.  Ab.  317.  This  cause  came  on  again  before  Lord  Hard wicke,  who  di- 
rected a  case  to  be  made  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  of  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  who  certified  that  the  brother's  son 
could  not  take  by  the  description  of  right  heir  male  of  the 
testator. 

Hoe  V.  46.  It  was  held  in  a  modern  case,  that  a  devise  to  the  right 

lTenxi.R.630.  heirs  of  husband  and  wife,  was  a  devise  to  such  person  as  an- 
swered the  description  of  heir  to  both,  namely,  a  child  of  both, 

1  loii.  187  a.  husband  and  wife  being  considered  in  law  as  but  one  person. 
And  where  no  preceding  estate  was  given  to  the  father  and 
mother,  such  child  should  take  as  a  purchaser. 

Baker  v.  Wall,       47.  It  was  held  in  a  case  in  9  Will.,  that  a  special  heir,  though 

1  Ld    Ravtti  • 

185. '  ^  '  he  was  not  heir  general,  might  take  by  purchase,  under  a  will 
if  the  devisor  expressly  exclude  the  heir  general ;  but  a  devise  in 
remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  the  testator  for  ever,  his  son  ex- 
cepted, is  void. 


Title  XXXVIII.  Devise.  Ch.  X.  t.  48—62.  169 

48.  C.  Ben  devised  to  the  eldest  son  of  his  son  all  his  estates  pugh  «.  Good- 
for  life ;  and  for  want  of  heirs  in  him,  to  the  right  heirs  of  p^^),  q^  4^4^ 
himself,  C.  Ben,  the  testator,  for  ever,  his  son  excepted ;  it  being  Feame  8th  edit, 
his  will  he  should  have  no  part  of  his  estates,  either  real  or 

personal.  C.  Ben,  the  testator,  left  a  son  and  three  daughters. 
Oo  a  question  who  was  entitled  to  this  estate,  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  determined  in  favour  of  the  daughters.  A  writ 
of  error  was  brought  in  the  House  of  Lords,  where  the  Judges 
were  unanimously  of  opinion,  that  no  person  took  any  estate 
under  this  will ;  whereupon  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  was  reversed. 

49.  The  word  issue  is  a  sufficient  desigfiatio  persona,  or  de^  The  word  inue. 
scription  of  a  devisee,  in  a  will ;  and  comprises  both  children  41^'  ^* 
and  grandchildren. 

50.  A  devise  was  made  to  the  issue  of  I.  S.  who  had  then  a  Cook  v.  Cook, 
daughter  living,  and  afterwards  had  a  son  bom.    The  question 

was,  who  should  take.  Lord  Cowper  said,  that  all  the  children 
should  take,  and  even  grandchildren,  if  there  had  been  any :  and 
although  the  devise  was  to  the  issue  begotten,  that  made  no  - 
difference ;  the  words  begotten,  and  to  be  begotten,  were  the 
same,  as  well  in  the  construction  of  wills,  as  settlements,  and 
take  in  all  the  issue  after  begotten  ;  and  though,  upon  the  death 
of  the  testator,  there  was  then  only  a  (laughter  born,  yet  upon 
the  birth  of  another  child  the  estate  should  open,  and  take  in 
an  after-bom  son. 

6L  In  a  case  which  has  been  already  stated,  it  was  held  Luddinpton ». 
that  a  devise  to  the  issue  male  of  E.  Armyn  and  his  heirs  c.i.s'so.'iLd. 
for  ever  was  a  good  description  of  the  person,  and  a  word  of  ^*^"'  ^^* 

purchase. 
62.  The  words  sons,  children,  relations,  and  descendants,  (a)  The  words rons, 

.  -J   J     r         children,  rela- 

are  sufficient  to  describe  the  devisees  in  a  will ;  provided  they  tiom.  &c. 
can  be  applied  with  certainty  to  persons  answering  those  de- 
scriptions. 

(a)  [For  tiie  ooottmction  of  limiUtionB  to  ueond  tont  in  wills,  see  Trtffiird  v.  Aihton, 
3  Vem.  660.  DriTer  ».  Frank,  3  Maul.  &  Sd.  25.  8  Taunt  468.  S.  C.  in  a  deed  Haw- 
kins V.Hawkins,  9  Bing.  765.  As  to  a  second  son  born  taking  under  a  devise  of  real 
estate  to  a  fint  son,  the  second  being  eldest  for  the  time  being,  Lomax  v.  Holmden, 
iafta,  s.  54.  As  to  a  daughter,  being  the  eldest  child,  taking  under  a  devise  to  youngtt 
chiUiBD,  see  Hmll  •.  Luckup,  4  Sm.  5.  For  the  ionstniction  of  the  words  sons, 
duldieo,  relatioos,  descendants,  &c.  see  1  Roper's  Legacies,  ed.  1828.  ch.  2.] 
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Marwood  «.  53.  Lands  were  devised  to  the  first  son  of  A.  who  was  not 

Cases  temp.       heir  at  law  to  A.  his  father.    This  was  held  a  good  description 

^'  of  the  second  son. 

H^den  ^^"  ^  P^rson  devised  to  his  son  Caleb  for  life,  and  after  his 

1  Ves.  390.  decease  to  the  first,  second,  third,  &c.  sons  of  his  body  be- 
gotten. Caleb  had  married  about  two  months  before  the  date 
of  the  will ;  he  had  a  son  who  died  soon,  and  afterwards  had 
another  son. 

Lord  Hardwicke  decreed,  that  the  second  son  should  take 

under  the  will,  as  first  son,  for  these  words  were  not  to  be 

always  taken  strictly  in  the  sense  of  primogenitus,  or  first-born, 

but  in  the  sense  of  an  elder  son,  senior,  or  maximus  natus* 

Tit.  32.  c.  22.        56.  It  has  been  stated,  that  in  deeds,  as  the  word  procreatis 

extends  to  issue  bom  after  the  execution  of  the  deed,  so  the 

word  procreandis  will  extend  to  issue  bom  before.    This  mode  of 

Doe  V.  Hallett,  construction  is  of  course  extended  to  wills,  in  which  the  words 

Selw.  124.        to  be  begotten,  and  begotten,  have  the  same  sense ;  and  in  the 

preceding  case  Lord  Hardwicke  held  that  doctrine,  which  has 
been  confirmed  in  a  modern  case. 
VjfA  0.  Pyot,         56.  A  person  devised  her  real  estate  to  trustees,  in  trast  for 
1  Ves.  ^.       her  daughter  Martha,  with  a  proviso,  that  if  she  died  before 

twenty-one,  or  marriage,  then  in  trust  to  convey  all  the  residue 
of  her  estate,  both  real  and  personal,  unto  her  nearest  relation  of 
the  name  of  Pyot ;  and  to  his  or  her  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns.  The  daughter  died  under  age  and  un- 
married. 

At  the  time  of  the  will,  and  death  of  the  testatrix,  her  nearest 
relations  of  the  name  of  Pyot  were  the  plaintiff  Charles  Pyot,  and 
his  sisters,  the  defendants,  Ann  and  Blanche,  who  were  both  then 
unmarried ,  but  were  married  at  the  time  of  Martha's  death.  They 
had  besides  these  another  sister,  Caroline,  who  had  been  married 
many  years  before  the  testatrix's  death,  and  was  no  party  to  the 
suit  The  plaintiff  had  also  had  an  elder  brother  John,  who 
died  before  the  testatrix,  but  left  issue  a  son,  Richard  Pyot,  who 
survived  both  the  testratix  and  her  daughter,  and  was  heir  at 
law  on  the  part  of  the  mother  to  the  testatrix ;  and  to  whom  the 
trustees,  after  the  daughter's  death,  conveyed  the  estate  in  ques- 
tion. This  Richard  Pyot  devised  the  premises  to  trustees,  in 
trust  for  the  defendant  Pyarea  Pyot,  his  wife,  and  E.  Wilmot. 
The  plaintiff  by  his  bill  claimed  the  testatrix's  estate,  as  the 
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nearest  relation  of  the  name  of  Pyot.  The  defendants  Ann  and 
Blanche,  the  plaintifTs  sisters,  insisted  that  they  were  entitled 
equally  with  the  plaintiff,  as  they  were  both  unmarried,  and  of 
the  name  of  Pyot,  at  the  time  of  the  will,  and  death  of  the  tes- 
tatrix. And  the  defendant,  Pyarea  Pyot  and  E.  Wilmot,  who 
stood  in  the  place  of  Richard  Pyot  the  heir  at  law^  insisted  that 
either  he  was  the  person  meant  by  the  nearest  relation,  or  else 
that  the  devise  was  void  for  uncertainty ;  and  so  the  premises 
descended  to  him,  as  heir  to  the  testatrix  on  the  part  of  her  mother. 

Lord  Hardwicke  said,  the  first  question  was,  whether  the  de- 
vise was  absolutely  uncertain,  and  he  thought  it  was  not.  It 
was  said,  that  by  the  words  nearest  relation,  the  testatrix  meant 
some  single  person ;  but  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  word  relation 
here  was  to  be  taken  as  nomen  collectivum,  as  much  as  kindred 
or  heir.  Suppose  the  devise  had  been  to  her  nearest  kindred, 
no  doubt  that  it  would  have  taken  in  several  persons  ;  wills  and 
acts  of  parliament.  Lord  Coke  tells  us,  were  to  be  taken  accord- 
ing to  common  parlance,  and  the  word  relation  was  often  used 
instead  of  kindred,  it  being  common  to  say,  such  an  one  has  a 
numerous  relation,  whereby  were  meant  many ;  and  it  was  good 
English.  But  the  present  case  differed  from  all  that  had  been 
cited,  because  the  personal  estate  was  involved  in  the  same 
devise  with  the  real,  aud  had  this  been  a  bequestonly  of  personal 
estate,  all  those  who  were  of  the  name  of  the  Pyots  in  an 
equal  degree,  and  were  of  the  nearest  stock  to  the  testatrix, 
would  have  taken  by  virtue  of  the  statute  of  Distributions ;  and 
if  it  was  clear  who  should  take  the  personal  estate,  it  naturally 
inferred  whom  the  testatrix  meant  should  take  the  real,  there 
being  but  one  intent  as  to  both ;  and  this  of  the  personal  was  a 
proper  key  to  explain  how  the  real  estate  was  intended  to  go. 

The  next  question  was,  who  was  to  take  ?  At  the  time  of 
making  the  will,  there  were  three  persons  in  equal  degree  of  the 
name  of  Pyot,  and  a  fourth  who  had  been  so,  but  was  married : 
two  of  the  three  married  before  the  happening  of  the  contin- 
gency, upon  which  they  were  to  take,  and  so  lost  their  name ; 
whence  it  was  insisted  by  the  plaintiff,  that  these,  not  being  of 
the  name  when  the  contingency  happened,  could  not  claim  with 
him,  but  he  alone  was  entitled ;  and  for  this  was  cited  Jobson's  Bon  v.  Smith, 
case,  Cro.  Eliz.  676.  He  was  not  well  satisfied  with  that  de-  ^™'  ^*"-  ^^• 
termination ;   for  what  was  meant  was  a  description    of  the 
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person,  without  any  regard  to  the  continaation  of  the  name ; 
and  had  the  daughter  been  unmarried  at  the  devisor's  death, 
she  would  immediately  have  taken,  nor  could  her  subsequent 
marriage  make  her  lose  her  right ;  it  being  immaterial,  if  she 
was  to  change  her  name,  at  what  time  she  did  it.    But  that 
case  differed  from  the  present,  being  a  remainder  to  the  next  of 
his  kin,  of  his  name,  after  an  estate  tail  to  A.    Taking  therefore 
the  word  relation  to  be  nomen  coUeciivum^  there  was  no  ground 
to  construe  this  description  to  refer  to  the  very  name  of  Pyot, 
but  rather  to  be  a  description  of  the  stock,  and  as  if  she  had 
said  the  stock  or  blood  of  the  Pyots.     For  taking  it  otherwise, 
and  suppose  some  nearer  relation  of  the  testatrix,  but  of  another 
name  at  her  death,  had  afterwards  changed  by  act  of  Parliament 
his  former  name  to  Pyot :  or  if  a  woman  had  married  some  man 
of  the  name  of  Pyot,  but  no  way  related  to  the  testatrij^,  such 
a  one  would  certainly  not  be  entitled  to  take ;  and  yet  every 
argument  drawn  from  the  bearing  the  name  of  Pyot,  at  the 
happening  of  the  contingency,  would  hold  equally  strong  for 
him  or  her,  as  it  did  for  the  plaintiff's  taking  alone,  in  exclusion 
of  his  sisters.    This  showed  it  therefore  to  be  too  narrow  a  con- 
dtruction,  and  that  the  word  relation  and  name  meant  the  stock  of 
the  Pyots,  which  she  meant  to  distinguish  from  any  other  stock 
of  consanguinity  to  her.     It  was  like  a  devise  upon  condition  to 
marry  a  person  of  the  devisor's  name  :  the  devisee  married  a  man 
who  had  changed  his  name  to  that  of  the  devisor :  held,  this 
was  no  performance  of  the  condition,  for  that  name  meant  family. 
The  personal  estate  was  coupled  with  the  real,  and  one  rule  must 
govern  both,  and  the- sister  that  was  married  was,  he  thought, 
equally  entitled  to  take  with  the  plaintiff  and  the  two  other 
Marihv.Marsh   S'*^®^'    '^^^  testatrix  had  made  no  provision  that  the  persons 
1  Bro.  C.  C.      takine  should  continue  to  bear  the  name ;  and  therefore  the 

293.  7  .  . 

plaintiff  and  his  three  sisters  should  take  equally. 
Crossly  v.  ^^-  ^  testator  devised  his  estate  to  three  persons  for  life,  and 

A*b'397         ^^^^^  ^^^^^  death,  to  the  descendants  of  Francis  Ince,  then  living 

in  and  about  Seven  Oaks  in  Kent. 

Sir  T.  Clarke,  M.  R.  said,  that  a  devise  to  descendants  at 
large  had  been  good ;  here  the  devisor  added  a  description  of 
such  as  he  intended  should  take,  which  was  sufficiently  precise 
and  certain;  it  would  be  unjust  to  confine  it  to  the  heirs  at  law, 
because  the  word  descendants  meant  all  those  who  proceeded 
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from  his  body,  and  therefore  the  grandchildren  of  Francis  Ince 
were  entitled :  but  a  great  grandchild,  being  bom  after  the  will 
made,  was  excluded  by  the  words,  then  living. 

58.  Lord  Leigh  devised  his  estates  to  his  sister  Mary  Leigh,  Leigh  v.  Ldgb, 
in  strict  settlement ;  remainder  '^  unto  the  first  and  nearest  of 

his  kindred,  being  male,  and  of  his  name  and  blood,  that  should  Pearce  v.  Yin- 
be  living  at  the  determination  of  the  several  estates  therein-  &  Mee.  598!' 
before  devised,  and  to  the  heirs  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten/' 

It  was  held  by  Lord  Eldon,  in  conformity  to  the  opinions  of  ^«oi>  f .  Bag- 
Mr.  Justice  Lawrence  and  Mr.  Baron  Thompson,  whom  he  bad  iiep.'5i3. 
called  to  his  assistance,  that  a  person  claiming  under  this  limi- 
tation must  be  of  the  name,  as  well  as  the  blood ;  and  that  the  Doe  v.  Plump- 
qualification  as  to  the  name  was  not  satisfied,  by  having  the  ^,  474/ 
oame,  taken  by  the  king's  licence,  previous  to  the  determination 
of  the  preceding  estates. 

59.  A  person  devised   all  his  freehold  estates  to  his  wife  Doe  0.  Over, 
during  her  natural  life ;  and  at  her  decease  to  be  equally  divided 
amongst  the  relations  on  his  side*     It  was  held  that  all  those 

should  take  who  would  be  entitled  to  personal  estate  under  the 
statute  of  Distributions,  that  is,  first  cousins ;  as  well  in  the  pa- 
ternal as  in  the  maternal  line*  And  the  devise  spoke  at  the 
time  of  the  testator's  death,  not  at  the  time  of  framing  the  de- 
vise ;  therefore  one  who  was  related  in  equal  degree  at  the  time 
of  making  the  will,  having  died  before  the  testator,  leaving  a  n  Vet.  255. 
son,  the  son  was  held  not  entitled  to  a  share,  as  a  relation,  (a) 

60.  It  was  held  in  Queen  Elizabeth's  time,  that  a  devise  to  The  words 
one  brother,  on  a  condition,  and  on  failure  to  remain  to  the  house.  Family.  (6) 

(a)  There  is  a  reference  in  the  above  case,  (1  Taant.  266.)  and  also  in  19  Ves.  301. 
to  a  ca«  in  1732,  decided  by  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll,  in  which  it  is  stated  to  have  been  held, 
that,  under  a  limitation  to  the  family  of  J.  S.,  the  real  estate  went  to  the  heir  at  law, 
and  the  personal  estate  to  the  next  of  kin. — Search  was  made  for  this  case,  on  the  dis« 
casHon  of  the  late  case  of  Wright  o.  Atkyns« — ^The  case  is  Golding  v.  Rogers,  and  was 
decided  at  the  Rolls  on  the  3d  July,  1732.  Samuel  FitzaU  devised  all  his  messuages, 
&c.  in  the  coanty  of  Gloucester  and  elsewhere,  in  Great  Britain,  to  his  wife,  her  heirs 
and  assigns,  and  all  the  residue  of  his  monies,  &c.,  and  all  other  his  real  and  personal 
ertate,  he  devised  and  bequeathed  to  his  said  wife,  her  heirs,  executors,  &c.  But  his 
vin  was,  that  after  his  said  wife's  decease,  his  own  family  should  have  equally  amongst 
them  one  moiety  of  his  said  residuary  estate.  Held  that  one  moiety  of  the  residuary  per- 
sooal  estate  belonged  to  his  next  of  kin,  and  that  the  wife  was  entitled,  by  the  express 
vwds  of  tbe  will,  to  the  real  estate  in  fee  simpl  . — Note  to  former  edition. 

(b)  [Od  the  construction  of  the  word  family  in  bequests  of  penonal  estate,  see  1  Rop. 
L^.  c2.  s.  10.  p.  123.  ed.  1828.  and  see  Doe  v.  Wood,  1  B.  &  Aid.  618.] 
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Chapman'!        should  be  construed  to  mean  to  the  most  worthy  in  blood  of  the 

Caae,  3  Dyer, 

333  b.  devisor's  famiiyy  that  is  to  say,  to  the  heir  at  law.     Loitl  Hobart 

^  *     ^    '    has  assented  to  this  decision,  and  it  has  been  confirmed  in  two 
modem  cases,  one  of  which  has  been  already  stated,  (a) 
Whatwordine-       61.  With  respect  to  the  words  that  are  necessary  to  describe 
^^etha things  ^^®  property  intended  to  be  devised;  as  a  will  is  always  con- 
derised.  strued  in  the  most  favourable  manner,  for  the  benefit  of  the 

devisees,  the  same  accuracy  is  not  required  in  the  description 
of  those  things  which  are  intended  to  be  devised,  as  is  neces- 
sary in  a  deed ;  it  being  enough  if  the  words  denote,  with  suffi- 
cient certainty,  what  is  meant  to  be  given. 
Lands,  tene-  62.  The  words  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  will  pass 

ments.  and  ha-  »         »  .  ai*  i  -^  «. 

ditamanu.         every  species  of  property.    And  in  a  modern  case  it  was  deter- 
Rashleigh  v.      mined  that  money,  directed  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of 
3BIO.C.C.99.  lands,  would  pass  by  the  words  lands,  tenements,  and  heredita- 
ments whatsoever  and  wheresoever. 
Cro.  Elix.  477.        63*  The  words,  all  my  lands,  are  sufficient  to  pass  a  house. 

If,  however,  it  appears  not  to  have  been  the  intention  of  a  tes- 
tator to  give  a  house  by  those  words,  they  will  not  have  that 
effect. 
Ewer  V.  64.  A  person  being  seised  of  a  house  in  Dale,  and  of  three 

Cro.  Elk.  476.   houses  and  certain  lands  in  Sale,  devised  his  house  in  Dale  and 

all  his  lands  in  Sale  to  B.  It  was  resolved  that  the  houses  in 
Sale  did  not  pass,  on  account  of  the  express  mention  of  the 
house  in  Dale  ;  for,  expressum  facit  cessare  taciturn:  and  if  the 
testator  had  intended  to  devise  the  houses  in  Sale,  he  would 
have  mentioned  them,  as  well  as  he  did  the  house  in  Dale. 
Woodden  v.  65.  One  Bishop  being  seised  of  divers  lands  called  Hayed 

Cro.  Eliz.674.    Lands,  which  extended  into  two  vills,  Cokefield  andCranfield, 

devised  all  his  lands  in  Cokefield,  called  Hayes  Lands,  to  his 
youngest  son  and  his  heirs ;  and  in  another  part  of  his  will  he 
devised,  that  if  his  youngest  son  died  without  issue,  his  wife 
should  have  Hayes  Lands. 
§f*  '^^^^  '•      The  question  was,  whether  the  wife  should  have  Hayes  Lands 

Bower,  3  Bar.  i 

&  Adol.  453.     in  Cranfield,  or  only  in  Cokefield.     And  it  was  resolved  by  the 

whole  Court,  that  she  should  have  that  only  which  was  in 
Cokefield,  because  there  was  no  more  devised  to  the  youngest 
son.  But  Popham  said,  if  the  devise  had  been  to  the  eldest  son, 
and  that  if  he  died  without^  issue,  his  wife  should  have  Hayes 

(a)  Wright  V.  Atkyns,  ante  s.  17.  Doe  v.  Smith,  5  Mau.  &  Sel.  1*26. 
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Lands,  there  peradventure  she  should  have  all;  because  the 
eldest  son  had  all,  the  one  part  by  devise,  the  other  by  descent ; 
and  she  should  have  all  which  he  had. 

66.  A  devise  of  a  messuage  will  carry  with  it  the  curtilage  and  Messuage  and 
garden  annexed  to  such  messuage,  even  without  the  word  appur-       .' 
teoances ;  for  they  constitute  a  part  of  the  messuage.    It  was  Cro.  £iix.  89. 
formerly  held  that  the  word  house  did  not,  in  a  will,  carry  the  2Cha.Ca.  27. 
garden  or  curtilage  belonging  to  such  house,  without  the  word, 

'  appurtenances.'    But  this  doctrine  is  now  somewhat  altered. 

67.  A.  being  tenant  for  years  of  a  house,  garden,  stables,  and  Doev.CoUins, 
ooal-pen,  occupied  by  him,  devised  in  the  following  words :  ''  I 


give  the  house  I  live  in  and  garden  to  B." 

It  was  resolved  that  the  stables  and  coal-pen  passed,  they  not  Goodright  v. 
being  specifically  given  in  the  subsequent  part  of  the  will ;  though  ^^  £^^  ^^ 
the  testator  used  them  for  the  purpose  of  trade,  as  well  as  for 
the  convenience  of  his  house. 

68.  In  a  subsequent  case  it  was  determined  by  the  Court  of  Buckv.NurtoD, 
Common  Pleas,  that  lands  usually  occupied  with  a  house,  did  53. 

not  pass  under  a  devise  of  a  messuage  with  the  appurtenances ;  Doe  v.Boberts, 
it  Qot  appearing  that  the  testator  meant  to  extend  the  word  407.  ' 
appurtenances  beyond  its  technical  sense. 

69.  The  word  estate  will  pass  every  kind  of  property  of  a  real  The  word  esute. 
nature,  unless  restrained  by  other  words. 

70.  The  Earl  of  B.,  by  his  will,  gave  part  of  his  personal  Bridgwater  v. 
estate  to  his  son-in-law,  and  then  added  these  words:  ''  And  all  236.   ' 
other  my  estate,  real  and  personal."    The  question  was,  whether 

fee  farm  rents  passed  by  this  devise. 

Lord  Holt  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  that  the  rents  Barnes  v. 
passed  by  the  words,  all  my  real  and  personal  estate ;  for  the  g^^  '      ^' 
word  estate  was  genus  generalissimum,  and  included  all  things 
real  and  personal. 

71.  But  where  a  person  gave  4,000/.  to  trustees  in  trust  for  Doev.Buckner, 
certain  persons,  and  by  a  residuary  clause  gave  all  the  rest  of  his  ' 
estate  and  effects,  of  what  nature  soever,  to  A.  and  B.,  their 

executors  and  administrators,  in  trust  to  add  the  interest  to  the 
principal,  so  as  to  accumulate  the  same ;  it  being  his  will  that 
the  residue  should  not  pass,  but  at  the  time  and  manner  as  the 
principal  sam  of  4,000/.  was  directed  to  be  paid.  It  was  held 
that  these  words  did  not  extend  to  a  freehold  house,  of  which 
the  testator  was  seised.  And  Lord  Kenyon  relied  on  the  follow- 
ing words  of  the  clause,  '^  to  add  the  interest  to  the  principal. 
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so  as  to  accamulate  the  same."  The  interest  and  principal  were 
to  make  one  consolidated  sum  of  the  same  nature ;  but  these 
were  terms  wholly  inapplicable  to  a  real  estate. 

AH  my  Benu.         7*2.  The  words  all  my  rents,  are  su£Bcient  to  pass  real  estates ; 

for  it  is  according  to  the  common  phrase  and  usual  manner  of 
some  men,  who  name  their  lands  by  their  rents. 

Keny  v.  Der-         73.  A  person  having  let  several  houses  and  lands  for  years, 

104.  rendering  several  rents,  made  his  will  in  these  words :  "  As  con- 

cerning the  disposition  of  all  my  lands  and  tenements,  I  bequeath 
the  rents  of  D.  to  my  wife  for  life,  remainder  over  in  tail."    The 

1  Atk.  506.        question  was,  whether  by  this  devise  the  reversions  passed  with 

the  rents  of  the  lands.    For  it  was  contended  that  the  rents, 

1  Ves.  s.  42.     divided  from  the  reversions,  were  not  devisable  within  the  statute* 

171. 

the  devisor  having  no  reversion  therein. 
3  Vet.  &  B.74.      The  Court  resolved  that  the  land  itself  passed  by  the  devise ; 

for  it  appeared  to  be  the  intention  of  the  testator  to  make  a  de- 
vise of  all  his  lands  and  tenements,  and  that  he  intended  to  pass 
such  an  estate  as  should  have  continuance  for  a  longer  time  than 
Siewvtv.         the  leases  should  endure;  and  the  words  were  apt  enough  to 
3  Sim  398.        convey  it,  according  to  the  common  phrase  and  usual  manner  of 

some  men,  who  name  their  land  by  their  rents. 
AU I  am  74.  The  words,  all  I  am  worth,  without  any  other  words  to 

^^^*  control  them,  will  pass  real  as  well  as  personal  estate. 

HuxBtepo.  '^^-  ^  testator  having  given  all  the  overplus  of  his  money  to 

Brooman.  ^^^  gQ^  ^nd  daughter  of  I.  S.,  proceeded  in  these  words,  •'  I  give 

and  bequeath  to  them  all  I  am  worth,  except  20/.  which  I  give 

to  my  executor."    It  was  contended,  that  there  being  no  expres-^ 

sion  in  the  will  which  pointed  at  the  real  estate,  the  personalty 

Cowp.  306.        could  only  pass.    But  it  was  decreed  that  these  words  carried 

both  the  real  and  personal  estate. 
The  word  76.  The  word   legacy  may  be  applied   to  a  real  estate,  if 

^^^'  the  contents  of  the  will  show  that  such  was  the  testator's 

intention. 
Hardacre  v.  77.  A.  by  will  gave  two  legacies,  of  150/.  each,  to  his  son  and 

6  T.  R.  716.      daughter,  to  be  paid  when  they  attained  the  age  of  tweaty-one. 

He  then  gave  all  his  realty  and  personalty  to  his  wife  for  life, 
and,  after  her  death,  he  gave  one  freehold  estate  to  the  son,  and 
another  to  the  daughter ;  but  if  either  or  both  of  his  children 
should  die  before  the  wife,  then  those  legacies  which  were  left  to 
them  should  return  to  the  wife. 
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Lord  Kenyon  said,  the  question  was,  whether  those  words  of 
remainder  operated  on  the  real  estates  before  given  to  the  son 
and  daughter,  or  only  referred  to  the  pecuniary  legacies  ?  The 
Court  had  considered  the  whole  of  the  will,  and  was  of  opinion 
that  those  words  acted  upon  the  real  estates  before  given  to  the 
son  and  daughter.  Considerable  stress  had  been  laid  on  the 
word  legacies,  and  it  was  argued  that  it  was  an  appropriate 
tenn»  applicable  to  personal  estate  only.  But  the  same  technical 
and  correct  expressions  were  not  to  be  expected  from  unlettered 
persons,  as  were  usually  found  in  wills  drawn  by  professional 
men.  Even  if  there  were  no  decision  to  warrant  the  Court  in 
saying  that  the  word  legacy  might  be  applied  to  a  real  estate, 
if  the  context  required  it,  he  should  have  had  no  difficulty  in 
making  such  a  determination  for  the  first  time.  But  that  con- 
struction had  already  been  put  on  the  word  *'  legacy  "  in  the  case 
of  Hope  v.  Taylor ;  and  the  Court  fully  subscribed  to  the  doc-  infra,  c.  12. 
trine  there  laid  down. 

78.  [So  real  property  will  pass  under  the  description  of  *'  per- 
sonal "  if  it  is  manifest  that  such  was  the  testator's  intention. 

79.  Thus  where  the  testator  gave  his  stock,  cattle,  household  ?^'^^^' 
goods,  money,  8cc.,  and  personal  estates,  whatsoever  and  where- 
soever to  bis  wife  for  life ;  but  if  she  were  to  marry,  she  was  to 

receive  no  profits  from  his  estates  whatsoever ;  but  to  resign  all 
his  personal  estates  to  the  after-named  legatees :  "  in  manner 
following : — I  give  to  my  brother  J.  T.  the  house  and  premises  I 
now  dwell  in,  with  the  close  adjoining,  Sec,  to  hold  to  him,  his 
heirs  and  assigns :"  the  remainder  of  his  personal  estates  the 
testator  gave  to  another  brother  and  two  sisters  share  and 
share  alike,  to  hold  to  them,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever. 
The  testator  subsequently  declared  that  if  his  wife  did  not  marry, 
she  should  possess  all  his  above-mentioned  estates  for  her  life^ 
and  at  her  death  he  gave  '*  his  personal  estate  as  above-men- 
ti(Hied,  that  is,  his  house  and  premises  wherein  he  then  dwelt,  to 
his  brother  J.  T.,  his  heirs  and  assigns."  Lord  Ellenborough 
held  that  the  freehold  property  passed. 

80.  In  King  v.  Shrives,  the  testator  being  seised  of  a  freehold  10  BiDg.2d8. 
farm  in  Bedfordshire,  in  his  own  occupation,  gave  and  be- 
queathed to  his  brothers  James  and  John  King  all  his  goods,  chat- 
tels, estate  and  efiects  of  what  nature,  sort,  kind,  quantity  or 

quality  soever  and  wheresoever,  {not  (hereby  otherwise  disposed 

VOL.  VI.  N 
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of.)  Upon  txuBttJirst,  that  his  debU,  &c.,  should  be  fully  paid, 
and  that  whatsoever  remained  after  such  ditchargetof  his  personal 
effects,  should  be  appropriated  for  the  benefit  of  his  family  then 
residing  with  him.  Secondly,  he  willed  and  appointed  that  his 
family  then  residing  with  him  as  aforesaid,  should  be  placed  on 
the  farm,  his  own  estate,  and  then  occupied  by  him,  to  occupy 
and  manage  it  for  their  mutual  ad?antage  until  his  youngest  son 
should  attain  twenty^-one  years,  nevertheless,  under  the  direction 
of  his  executors  who  should  have  power  to  interfere,  in  case  any 
difference  or  misunderstanding  should  arise  between  them«  as 
mentioned  in  the  will.  Thirdly,  when  his  youngest  son  should 
attain  twenty-one,  he  directed  his  estate  to  be  sold,  and  the  pro- 
duce divided  in  certain  shares  among  his  wife  and  children^  and 
he  appointed  James  and  John  King  his  executors.  The  testator 
died  seised  of  the  said  estate  in  Bedfordshire,  and  another  free- 
hold estate,  which  latter  estate  was  subject  to  a  mortgage  debt, 
with  an  arrear  of  interest.  The  testator  was  indebted  to  various 
simple  contract  creditors,  and  left  no  personal  estate  to  satisfy 
the  mortgage  and  other  debts.  The  trustees  entered  into  a  con- 
tract with  Shrives  for  sale  of  the  freehold  estate  in  mortgage,  for 
the  purpose  of  paying  the  debts ;  and  on  a  case  sent  by  the  Vice 
Chancellor,  the  question  was  whether  they  had  under  the  will 
power  to  sell  the  estate  for  payment  of  the  debts,  and  to  convey 
to  the  purchaser.  It  was  contended  that  the  word  estate  in  the 
first  bequest  in  the  will  meant  only  personal  estate^  a  construction 
strengthened  by  the  testator  directing  that  whiit  should  remain 
of  his  personal  estate  after  discharge  of  his  debts,  should  be  ap- 
propriated for  the  benefit  of  his  family.  On  the  other  hand  it 
was  insisted  that  the  freehold  estate  in  question  passed  under 
the  devise  of  the  testator's  estate,  that  word  being  suflicient  if  not 
omtrolled  by  indications  of  a  contrary  intention,  which  could 
not  be  found,  as  the  testator's  first  wish  was  that  hisdebts  should 
be  discharged.  The  certificate  of  the  Court  of  C.  B.  expressed 
their  opinion,  that  under  the  will  the  trustees  were  entitled  to 
sell  and  convey  the  freehold  estate  in  question,  for  the  payment 
of  the  testator's  debts.] 
Residue,  or  81.  The  words,  *^  all  the  residue  or  remainder  of  my  estate, 

wtftte!*^^  °^      property,  or  effects,"  will  pass  real  estates  of  every  kind. 
Roe  V.  Harvey,       82.  A  person  devised  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  estate, 
whatsoever  and  wheresover,  to  his  wife.    It  was  contended  that 
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tiie  word  estate  did  not  necessarily  mean  real  estate ;  but  Lord 
Mansfield  answered,  that  the  word  estate  carried  every  thing,  un* 
less  tied  down  by  particular  expressions. 

83.  A  person  devised  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  her  estate*  of  Doe  v. 
what  nature  or  kind  soever.     It  was  contended  that  these  words  i  H.^Br!223. 
only  applied  to  the  personal  property  of  the  testator,  because 

they  were  accompanied  with  limitations  peculiar  to  personal  pro- 
perty.    But  the  Court  said,  tliey  could  not  restrain  the  meaning  See  Newiand  o. 
of  thoae  words  to  personal  property,  and  negative  the  operation  5  T2unt!^268.' 
of  them  as  to  real  estates. 

84.  O.  Jackson  being  seised  of  several  real  estates,  descendible  Hogan  0. 
fireeholds,  and  chattels  real,  gave  to  his  mother,  Mary  Jackson,  cowp.  299. 
Bome  particular  estates  for  life,  without  liberty  of  committing 

waste ;  be  afterwards  gave  several  legacies,  and  an  annuity  of 
30^  to  his  heir  at  law,  and  then  proceeded  thus — ^^  I  also  give 
and  bequeath  unto  my  dearly  beloved  mother,  Mary  Jackson, 
all  the  remainder  and  residue  of  all  the  effects^  both  real  and  per- 
sonal, which  I  shall  die  possessed  of. 

The  question  was,  whether  this  last  clause  passed  all  the  tes- 
tator's freehold  estates  to  his  mother  in  fee  simple. 

The  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Ireland  gave  judgment  in  favour  3  Bm.  Pari. 
of  the  heir  at  law.    This  was  reversed  by  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  in  England ;  upon  which  a  writ  of  error  was  brought  in 
the  House  of  Lords. 

It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  appellant,  to  be  an  esta- 
blished rule,  that  an  heir  at  law  should  not  be  disinherited  but 
by  express  words,  or  necessary  implication.  The  residuary  clause 
in  this  case  contained  no  express  devise  of  the  real  estates ;  the 
word  effects  being  properly  applicable  only  to  personal  estate. 
The  subsequent  words,  **  which  I  shall  die  possessed  of,"  sup- 
ported and  strengthened  this  construction  ;  because  the  express 
allusion  of  those  words  to  a  future  acquisition  was  inapplicable 
to  real  estates,  as  none  acquired  after  the  publication  of  the  will 
could  pass  by  it ;  and  the  word  possessed  properly  related  only  to 
personal  estate ;  as  to  the  word  real,  annexed  to  the  word  effects, 
it  applied  expressly  to  the  chattels  real  left  by  the  testator  ;  nor 
was  there  any  necessary  implication  that  any  greater  interest  in 
the  real  estates  was  intended  for  the  mother,  than  the  estate  for 
life,  withont  power  of  waste,  expressly  devised  to  her  in  two  of 
the  denominations.    Such  an  implication,  so  far  from  being  ne- 

N  2 
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cessary,  was  incompatible  with,  and  would  merge  and  destroy, 
and  in  fact  revoke,  the  mother's  express  estate  for  life,  and  re- 
striction from  waste  ;  and  would  break  through  another  rale,  as 
well  of  law  as  of  common  sense,  which  says,  that  what  is  ex- 
pressed shall  not  be  destroyed  by  implication. 

Another  rule  of  construction  was,  that  where  words  used  by  a 
testator  are  indifferently  applied  to  real  and  personal  estates, 
they  should  not,  if  there  was  any  thing  to  satisfy  them,  receive 
a  construction  prejudicial  to  the  heir.  Now  in  the  present  case 
the  words  bequeath,  effects,  and  possessed  of,  were  indisputably 
much  less  applicable  to  real  than  to  personal  estate ;  they  had 
never  been  admitted  to  apply  to  the  former,  except  where  insur- 
mountable arguments  of  such  an  intent,  afforded  by  other  parts 
of  the  will,  rendered  that  construction  necessary.  But  here  the 
other  parts  of  the  will  were  so  far  from  requiring  such  a  construc- 
tion that  they  were  destroyed  if  it  were  admitted.  The  words,  in 
their  most  proper  sense,  applied  to  personal  estate ;  and  the  chat- 
tels real  which  the  testator  left,  showed  his  reason  for  annexing 
the  word  real  to  effects,  which  otherwise  properly  meant  moveables 
only,  and  fully  satisfied  those  words  :  they  could  not  therefore 
be  extended  to  real  estates. 

It  was  also  an  established  rule  that  general  words  in  one  part 
of  a  will  should  be  so  construed  as  not  to  defeat  the  plain  inten- 
tion of  the  testator,  to  be  collected  from  any  other  part  of  his 
will.  Now,  in  the  present  case,  the  devise  to  the  mother  for  life, 
without  power  of  waste,  was  incompatible  with  an  intention  to 
give  her  the  same  lands  in  fee ;  and  therefore  the  residuary 
clause  must  be  so  construed  as  to  avoid  this  inconsistency. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  contended,  that  it  was  manifest  the 
testator  did  not  mean  to  die  intestate,  as  to  any  part  of  his  real 
property ;  not  only  from  the  expressive  words  in  the  residuary 
clause,  but  also  from  the  introductory  words  of  the  will,  ''as  to 
my  worldly  substance ;  which  had  been  always  understood  to 
consist  of  real  and  personal  estate ;  and  to  indicate  an  intent  in 
the  testator  who  used  them  to  dispose  of  all  his  property.  The 
testator's  first  devise  to  his  mother  was  only  of  a  part  of  his  real 
estate ;  creditors  were  entitled  to  another  part,  that  is,  so  much 
as  would  be  sufficient,  by  sale,  to  discharge  their  encumbrances; 
the  legatees  were  entitled  to  a  further  part  thereof;  yet  there 
still  remained  some  part  to  dispose  of;  and  this    remainder  the 
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testator  had,  with  perfect  consistency,  given  to  his  mother,  by 
the  residuary  clause.  The  views  with  which  he  made  these  two 
devises  were  sufficiently  obvious ;  by  the  former,  in  all  events, 
and  subject  to  no  encumbrance,  he  made  a  provision  for  his  mo- 
ther ;  by  the  latter,  he  gave  her  the  residue  which  might  remain, 
after  all  the  encumbrances  should  be  discharged.  He  had  not, 
therefore,  given  part  and  the  whok  to  his  mother. 

lo  this  case  the  heir  at  law  was  disinherited,  both  by  express 
words,  and   by   necessary  implication ;   for,  in  the  residuary 
clause,  the  testator  had  made  use  of  the  most  expressive  and 
comprehensive  words,  in  giving  to  his  mother  the  whole  remain-  ^^  «•  l^"ng» 
der  of  his  real  property.  448. 

The  Jadses  having  been  consulted,  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  de-  P^  *•  La»nch- 
Iivered  tneir  unanimous  opmion,  that  Mary  Jackson  took  an  290.  Den  v. 
estate  in  fee  in  all  the  testator's  property,  under  the  residuary  394!^  Morgan*i>l 
clause :  and  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  ^"j;™"* 
England  was  affirmed. 

85.  [The  construction  in  respect  of  general  words  in  the  resi-  Doev.  Wea- 
doary  clause  is,  that  they  will  carry  every  estate  or  interest  322.Goodtidc' 
which  is  not  expressly,  or  by  necessary  implication,  excluded  iJo^Qgiji^ 
from  their  operation ;  and  no  intention  of  the  testator  to  exclude  a  2Bos.&P.600. 

...  ,        .  .         infra,  William 

reversion  is  necessarily  to  be  implied  from  the  circumstance,  that  v.  Thomas, 
one  of  several  charges  on  the  residuary  estates  could  not  attach  ' 

upon  such  reversion.] 

86.  But  where  the  words,  residue  of  my  estate,  property,  or 
effects,  appear,  from  the  context  of  the  will,  to  have  been  con- 
fined by  the  testator  to  personal  property  only,  they  will  not  be 
construed  to  extend  to  real  estates. 

87.  A  man  bavins  settled  all  his  estate  of  inheritance  on  his  Markant  v. 
wife  for  life,  for  her  jointure,  made  his  will,  and  thereby  devised  1  Ab.  Eq, 
several  pecuniary  legacies;  and  then  said, — ''All  the  rest  and  ^^^' 
residue  of  my  estate,  chattels,  real  and  personal,  I  give  and  de- 
vise to  my  wife."    The  question  was,  whether  the  reversion  of 

the  jointure  lands  passed  to  the  wife.  Lord  Harcourt  decreed  it 
did  not,  because  the  precedent  and  subsequent  words  explained 
his  intent  to  carry  only  his  personal  estate ;  for  in  the  first  part  « 

of  the  will,  having  given  only  legacies,  and  no  land,  the  words, 
all  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  estate,  were  relative,  and  must  be 
intended  estate  of  the  same  nature  with  that  he  had  before  de- 
vised, which  was  only  personal ;  for  having  before  given  no  real 
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eatate,  there  could  be  no  rest  or  residue  of  that,  out  of  which  be 
had  giiren  away  noae.  Then  the  words,  chattels,  real  and  per- 
sonal, explained  the  word  estate,  and  showed  what  sort  of  eataie 
he  meant;  and  made  the  devise  as  if  he  had  said,  **  all  the  rest 
of  my  estate,  whether  chattels  real  or  personal,"  8cc. ;  and  so 
confined  and  restrained  the  extended  sense  of  the  word  estate. 
Timewell  v,  88.  A  testator  devised  as  follows :  **  All  those  my  freehold 

3  Atk.  102.       lands  and  hop-grounds,  with  the  mesBoages  or  tenements,  bams, 

&e.  in  the  tenure  of  L. ;  and  all  other  the  rest,  residue,  and  re- 
mainder of  my  estate,  consisting  in  money,  plate,  jewels,  leases, 
judgments,  mortgages,  &c.  or  in  any  other  thing  whatsoever  or 
wheresoever,  I  give  to  A.  B.  and  her  assigns  for  ever.''    Justice 
Fortescne,  at  the  Rolls,  held  thai  the  residue  of  the  testator's 
Camfield  v.        real  estate  did  not  pass  by  this  devise ;  for  although  the  word 
516.  Goodtitie'  estate,  when  unrestrained,  would  include  lands  as  well  as  per- 
494f^^bf Pe-  ^°^^  estate,  yet  here  it  was  expressly  confined  to  personals,  as 
Doyre.  11  East,  plate,  8cc. ;  and  had  the  testator  intended  to  give  all  his  real 

160.  DuDoagQ         ^   ^         11-ti  .  -.         iA 

V.  White,  I  Jac  estate,  why  did  he  mention  a  part  of  it  only  ? 
&  w.  583.  gg   Iq  ^  modern  case,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  beld^  that 

5  Baro.  &  Aid/  the  words,  residue  and  remainder  of  effects,  did  not  extend  to 
^^'  real  estates;  from  the  apparent  intention  manifested  by  the  tes- 

tator, of  not  extending  the  word  effects  to  real  estates. 
Effect  of  addi-        90.  With  respect  to  additional  words,  the  Courts  appear  to 
m'32!c?^2i.    ^^^^  always  been  disposed  to  adopt  the  rule  established  for  the 
s.  56.  construction  of  deeds ;  namely,  that  where  there  is  a  connect 

and  specific  description  of  the  property  devised,  a  mistake  in  any 
additional  words  will  have  no  effect  But  where  the  first  de- 
scription is  merely  general,  there  additional  words  will  be  con- 
sidered, either  as  explanatory  or  restrictive,  according  to  the 
intent  of  the  testator. 

Thus,  in  the  following  cases,  a  mistake  in  the  additional  words 
was  held  to  have  no  effect. 
Chamberlain  v.      01.  A  person  being  seised  in  fee  of  a  house  called  the  White 
crTig?""'      ^^^°'  ^"  Old-street,  devised  it  in  these  words:  ''I  devise  the 

house  or  tenement  wherein  WiUiam  Nichols  dwelleth,  called  the 
White  Swan,  in  Old-street,  to  H.  G.,  my  daughter's  son^  for 
ever."  The  jury  found  that  the  said  W.  Nichols,  at  Uie  time 
when  the  will  was  made,  and  when  the  testator  died,  occupied 
the  alley  of  the  said  house,  and  three  upper  rooms ;  and  that 
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diven  other  persons  occupied  the  garden,  and  other  places  in  the 
said  house. 

The  question  was,  whether  all  the  house  passed,  or  only  the 
entry,  and  the  three  rooms  which  were  in  the  possession  of  W. 
Nichok. 

The  Ch.  J.  Hyde  doubted  ;  but  Jones,  Whitlocke,  and  Croke, 
were  of  opinion  that  all  the  house  passed  to  the  devisee  ;  for  the 
devise  being,  ''  that  house  or  tenement,"  and  the  conclusion, 
"  catted  the  White  Swan,"  did  both  of  them  necessarily  import 
the  whole  house.  For  the  sign  of  the  White  Swan  could  not  be 
intended  to  refer  to  the  three  rooms :  and  the  words  after,  yiz. 
^  wherein  W.  Nichols  dwelleth/'  did  not  abridge  or  alter  that 
devise;  and  the  house  being  named  by  the  particular  name  of  Down  v.  Down, 
the  White  Swan,  although  W.  Nichols  never  inhabited  it,  but 
only  occupied  three  rooms,  passed  by  the  devise.  If  the  house 
had  not  been  described  by  the  particular  name  of  the  White 
Swan,  and  the  testator  had  devised  the  house  in  the  occupation 
of  W.  Nichols,  there,  peradventure,  it  should  not  extend  to  more  Blague  v.  QM, 
than  what  was  in  the  occupation  of  W.  Nichols. 

92.  A  testator  devised  all  the  profits  of  his  houses  and  lands,  ^^7^:^°^^^^*' 

^  Brownl.  131. 

lying  in  the  parish  of  Billing,  and  in  a  street  there,  called  Brooke- 
street,  to  his  wife :  when  in  truth  there  was  no  such  parish  as 
BiiUng ;  but  the  land  supposed  to  be  devised  was  in  Billing- 
street.     All  Uie  Court  held  the  will  to  be  good. 

93.  A  person  made  his  will  in  these  words :  ''  I  devise  to  J.  S.  Hastead  o. 

SiMiric   1  Ld 

all  those  my  lands  in  Bramstead,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  in  the  Raym'.  728.' 
possession  of  John  Ashley ;"  whereas,  in  fact,  the  testator  had 
not  any  lands  in  Surrey ;  but  he  had  lands  at  Bramstead  in  Hamp- 
shire, in  the  possession  of  John  Ashley.  In  an  ejectment  brought 
for  these  lands  in  Hampshire,  by  the  heir  of  the  testator,  against 
the  devisee,  it  was  ruled  by  Lord  Holt,  that  they  passed  by  the 
devise. 

94.  Sir  B.  Broughton  Delves,  having  entered  into  written  St.  John  y. 
contracts  for  the  purchase  of  the  manor  of  Clatford,  and  the  manor  cowp.  qV.'s.  c. 
of  Abbots  Ann,  and  also  the  advowson  of  the  parish  church  of  ^^l-^*^^* 
Abbots  Ann,  and  having  purchased  the  advowson  of  Mottisfont, 

which  was  actually  conveyed  to  him,  all  which  estates  and  ad- 
vowsons  were  in  the  county  of  Hants,  made  his  will,  in  which 
were  the  following  words :  ^*  I  give  and  devise  all  the  manors, 
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messuages,  advowsons,  farms,  lands,  tenements,  &c.,  situate  and 
being  in  the  county  of  Hants,  for  the  purchase(a)  whereof  I  have 
already  contracted  and  agreed." 

The  question  was,  whether  the  advowson  of  Mottisfont,  which 
had  been  actually  conveyed  to  the  testator  at  the  time  of  making 
his  will,  passed  by  this  devise. 

2B1.  R.d30.         The  Court  of  Common   Pleas  was  unanimously  of  opinion 

that  the  advowson  did  not  pass  by  the  will ;  for  the  testator 
spoke  only  of  those  estates  in  Hants  which  were  under  contract, 
not  those  of  which  the  sale  was  completed. 

Upon  a  writ  of  error  in  the  King's  Bench,  this  judgment  was 
reversed ;  upon  the  principle,  that  the  Court  could  not  reject 
the  word  advowsons  in  the  plural  number ;  as  it  appeared  the 
testator  meant  the  word  advowsons  should  have  its  full  force  and 
effect. 

3  Bro.  Pari.  On  a  writ  of  error  in  the  House  of  Lords,  the  judgment  of  the 

fa   37fi 

Doev.  Great-  (^ourt  of  King's  Bench  was  affirmed,  with  the  concurrence  of  a 
^,8^ti9i.  majority  of  the  Judges  present;  but  contrary  to  the  opinion  of 
7  TauD.  553.      Lord  Chancellor  Apsley  and  Lord  Camden. 

95.  In  the  following  case  additional  words  were  held  to  be 
explanatory,  and  not  restrictive  of  the  preceding  ones. 
Paul  V.  Paul,  96.  Doctor  Paul  devised  to  his  wife  his  farm  at  Bovington,  in 
1  Black  R.  255.  ^'^^  tenure  and  occupation  of  J.  Smith.  He  devised  to  her  seve- 
ral other  estates  in  the  same  manner ;  and  concluded  by  a 
general  devise  to  her  of  all  his  freehold  and  copyhold  lands 
above  devised.  The  farm  at  Bovington  was  copyhold,  and  was 
demised  to  J.  Smith,  with  an  exception  of  the  woods  and  under- 
woods. 

The  heir  at  law  brought  an  ejectment  for  the  woods ;  and  the 
question  was,  whether  they  passed  by  the  will,  not  being  in  the 
tenure  and  occupation  of  J.  Smith  ? 

Lord  Mansfield  held,  that  the  words,  *'  in  the  tenure  and  oc- 
cupation of  J.  Smith,"  were  not  words  of  restriction,  but  of  ad- 
Maishalt  v.  ditional  description.  Had  the  testator  meant  them  as  restric- 
vr£"''309  *  *'^®*  ^^  would  have  said, — all  that  part  of  my  farm,  or  so  much 
Doe  V.  Jersey,  of  my  farm,  as  is  in  the  tenure,  &c.  The  farm  was  an  entire 
660 .  '  thing. — Judgment  was  given  for  the  devisee. 

(a)  In  tlifi  recent  case  of  Meyrick  v,  Meyrick,  1  Cr.  &  Mee«  820.  an  estate  which  the 
testator  had  obtained  in  exchange,  was  held  to  pass  under  the  description  of  estates  which 
the  testator  had  jmrchased,] 
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97.  [But  in  the  case  of  Doet?.  Parkin,  the  testator  having  5  Taunt.  321* 
two  messuages  in  T.,  of  which  one  only  was  in  his  own  occupa- 

tion,  devised  all  his  messuages,  8lc.  in  T.,  and  then  in  his  own 
occupation,  with  the  appurtenances  to  W.  The  Court  of  C.  B. 
decided  that  only  that  one  passed  in  the  testator's  own  occupation. 
The  Court  observed  that  Blackstone  reports,  that,  in  St.  John  supr.  s.  94. 
V.  Bishop  of  Winton,  the  other  three  barons  concurred  with  the 
Coort  of  Common  Pleas,  which  opinion  was  also  strongly .  sup- 
ported by  Lord  Apsley,  Chancellor,  and  Lord  Camden,  the  only 
two  law  lords  who  were  present  in  the  House  of  Peers,  and  it 
was  afterwards  proposed  to  re-hear  it,  therefore  the  authority  of 
that  case  was  not  of  much  weight.] 

98.  The  Courts  have  gone  so  far,  as  to  determine  that  where  Words  apptUed 
the  words  used  by  a  testator  are  only  applicable,  in  their  strict  J^^^l  mean- 
tecbnical  sense,  to  a  species  of  property  which  the  testator  has  ^^^' 

not,  they  shall  be  applied,  if  possible,  to  some  other  species  of 
property,  which  the  testator  has,  in  order  to  effectuate  his  inten- 
tioD:  for  in  cases  of  this  kind,  it  is  clear  the  testator  has  been 
ignorant  of  the  technical  meaning  of  the  words  which  he  used  ; 
but  as  he  must  have  had  some  intention  when  he  used  them,  the 
Courts,  in  order  to  give  effect  to  that  intention,  will  apply  such 
words  to  the  property  to  which  the  testator  appears  to  have  in- 
tended to  apply  them. 

99.  A  person  being  seised  of  a  fee-farm  rent  issuing  out  of  inchley  v. 
the  manor  of  F.,  and  having  no  land  or  manor,  devised  his  3  uJlJ^ies. 
manor  of  F.  to  J.  S.     It  was  held  that  these  words  passed  the 

fee-farm  rent ;  for  the  devisor  being  seised  of  that  rent,  and  of 
nothing  else  in  the  manor,  it  was  plain  he  meant  the  rent,  and 
could  mean  nothing  else ;  so  that  otherwise  the  will  must  have 
been  entirely  void. 

100.  A  person  devised  all  his  freehold  houses  in  Aldersgate-  Day  0.  Trig, 
street  to  the  plaintiff  and  his  heirs.    The  testator  had  no  free-  ^P- WmB.2B6. 
hold  houses  there,  but  had  leasehold  houses.     It  was  decreed 

by  Mr.  Justice  Tracy,  that  though  in  a  grant  of  all  one's  free- 
hold houses,  leasehold  houses  could  not  pass ;  and  that  in  the  lofra. 
case  of  a  will,  had  there  been  any  freehold  houses  to  satisfy 
the  will,  the  leasehold  houses  should  not  have  passed ;  yet  the 
plain  intention  of  the  testator  being  to  pass  some  houses,  and  he 
having  no  freehold  houses  there,  the  word. freehold  should  rather 
be  rejected,  than  the  will  be  wholly  void,  and  the  leaseholds 
should  pass. 


Cro.  Car.  292. 


3  P.  Wms.  26» 
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GManl  wMit        101.  When  a  testator  uses  general  words,  equally  applicable 
freehoidt.  to  freehold  and  leasehold  property,  they  have  in  general  been 

restrained  to  freeholds,  if  the  testator  has  both  freehold  and 
leasehold  property,  unless  a  contrary  intention  appear ;  and  will 
only  be  applied  to  leasdiold  property,  where  the  testator  has  no 
freehold  property  to  satisfy  them. 
Rofcv.Bartiett,       102.  It  was  resolved  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  8 

Ghs.  L  "  that  if  a  man  hath  lands  in  fee,  and  lands  fiir  years, 
and  deviseth  all  his  lands  and  tenements,  the  fee  simple  lands 
pass  only,  and  not  the  lease  for  years.  And  if  a  man  hath  a 
lease  for  years  and  no  fee  simple,  and  deviseth  all  his  lands  and 
tenements,  the  lease  for  years  passeth ;  fcr  otherwise  the  will 
ahouM  be  merely  void/' 
ti.Gikbi»  103.  Lady  Boreman  being  seised  in  fee  of  lands  in  Kent,  and 
possessed  of  a  mortgage  for  yeara  in  Essex,  and  also  of  an  ex- 
tended interest  upon  a  statute  in  Bucks,  devised  all  her  manors^ 
messuages,  lands,  tenementa,  hereditaments,  and  real  estate 
whatsoever,  in  Kent,  Bssex,  Bucks,  Bedfordshire,  or  elsewhere 
in  the  kingdom  of  England,  of  which  she  was  any  ways  seised 
or  entitled  to,  unto  her  nephew.  By  a  latter  clause  the  testatrix 
gave  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  her  personal  estate, 
plate,  gold,  &c  and  all  her  mortgages,  bonds,  specialties,  and 
credits,  whatsoever  they  should  consist  of,  to  her  nephew  and  niece. 
The  question  was,  whether  the  chattel  interests  of  the  testatrix 
passed  by  the  first  clause  in  the  will. 

Lord  King  decreed  that  they  did  not ;  and  this  decree  was 
affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords. 

104.  The  doctrine  established  in  the  two  preceding  cases,  has 

been  in  some  degree  contradicted  by  the  three  following  cases, 

in  which  general  words  have  been  applied  both  to  froehohi  and 

leasehold  property. 

Addii  V.  Cle*         106.  T.  Addis  being  seised  in  fee  of  some  lands,  and  possessed 

Wmi.  4^'.       ^^  other  lands  under  a  lease  for  twenty-one  years,  all  in  the 

possession  of  A.  B. ;  and  it  being  very  difficult,  by  i^ason  of 
long  unity  of  possession,  to  distinguish  the  freehold  from  the 
leasehold  premises ;  devised  all  his  messuages,  lands,  and 
tenementa,  in  the  parish  of  D«  which  he  then  stood  seised  or 
possessed  of,  or  in  any  ways  interested  in,  and  which  were 
in  the  possession  of  A.  B.,  unto  his  wife  Jane,  for  her  life ;  re- 
mainder to  his  brother,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body ;  remainder  over. 
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Lord  King  aaid,  the  quettion  wav,  whether  the  leasehold 
passed  with  the  freehold ;  he  owned  the  limitatioDs  were  im* 
proper,  but  then  the  words  were  Tcry  strong  ;-^— all  the  lands 
which  the  testator  was  seised  or  possessed  of,  or  any  ways  in- 
terested in ;  which  words,  possessed  of  or  interested  in,  properly 
refened  to  a  leesefaold  estate ;  and  distinguished  this  case  firom 
that  of  Rose  o.  Bartlett,  where  the  wofds  possessed  of,  or  any 
ways  interested  in,  were  not  to  be  found.  And  as  the  lease  for 
tweaty-one  years  was  held  of  the  church,  and  always  renewable, 
the  lessee,  who  was  the  testator,  might  look  upon  himself,  from 
the  right  he  had  to  renew,  as  having  a  perpetual  estate  therein, 
a  Iliad  of  inheritance;  therefore  the  leasehold  premises  ought  to 
pass  by  the  will.    And  decreed  accordingly. 

106.  Sir  J.  Lowther  having  freehold  and  leasehold  estaites  in  Lowther  v.  Ca- 
the  county  of  Cumberland,  devised  in  these  words:  ^  I  give  all  a^^s^^ 
my  manors,  lands,  tenements,  mines  of  coal  and  lead,  rents,  and  ^  ^^^»  ^- 
hereditaments  whatsoever,  in  Cumberland,  to  J.  Lowther  in  tail. 
And  whereas  I  am  owner  of  several  burgage  tenures  in  Coeker- 
moath,  it  is  my  will  they  shall  not  be  entailed,  as  I  have  done 
ay  other  estates  in  Cumberland ;  and  therefore  I  devise  them 
to  Sir  W.  Lowther  and  his  heirs." 

A  questioo  arose,  whether  the  leasehold  estates  passed  by 
the  devise  to  J.  Lowther,  or  to  Sir  W.  Lowther,  the  residuary 
legatee. 

Lord  Keeper  Henley  said,  it  was  pkia,  from  the  clause  ex- 
cepting the  burgage  tenures,  that  the  testator  thought  he  had 
entailed  these  leaseholds  upon  James  Lowther.  The  word  es- 
tates in  the  will  was  a  general  term,  and  comprehended  both 
freehold  and  leasehold,  and  was  not  restrained  to  either.  But 
it  was  said  that  he  having  both  sorts  of  estates,  by  the  general 
words,  estates  of  inheritance  only  passed,  according  to  the  case 
of  Rose  V.  Bartlett,  a  single  authority,  where  it  was  held,  that 
the  words  lands  and  tmemcnts  related  to  estates  of  inheritance 
only.  That  resolution  might  be  law  in  that  particular  case, 
though  he  could  see  no  reason  why  those  words  should  not  in- 
clude leaseholds  too,  as  they  had  been  held  to  do  where  other 
words  were  added,  as  in  Addis  v.  Clement ;  lands  in  which  he 
was  any  way  inUrested.  In  the  present  case,  there  were  words 
inserted  which  were  material  to  pass  leaseholds,  as  mines,  rents ;  ^{^^^  *' 
which  it  would  be  strange  to  suppose  him  to  devise,  without  i  £te>  l^l* 
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the  lands  of  which  they  were  the  profits,  and  from  whence 
they  flowed.  He  could  never  intend  to  give  them  in  the  re- 
siduary ciausey  after  he  had  before  specifically  devised  every  estate 
he  had. 

Turner  v.  Hui-       107.  A  testator  being  seised  of  tithes  in  fee,  and  having  a 

78.'  '   '  lease  of  other  tithes  for  years,  perpetually  renewable,  without 

fine,  devised  all  his  lands,  tenements,  tithes,  &c.  to  the  de- 
fendant. The  plaintifi",  being  the  personal  representative  of  the 
testator,  filed  his  bill  for  the  leasehold  tithes ;  insisting  that  the 
freehold  tithes,  only  passed  by  the  will. 

Mr.  Baron  Eyre,  sitting  for  the  Chancellor,  said  the  case  of 
Rose  V.  Bartlett  had  been  often  referred  to  and  acknowledged ; 
one  could  not  but  respect  a  case  so  supported,  yet  one  could 
not  help  asking  why,  by  so  general  an  expression,  all  the  lands 
should  not  pass  ?  No  reason  was  given  in  the  cases ;  there 
was  none  arising  from  the  favour  shown  to  an  heir  at  law  ;  for 
the  ordinary  or  next  of  kin  were  not  considered  in  that  light. 
There  was  none  from  the  general  rules  of  construction.  If  the 
words  were  the.  same,  and  the  testator  had  only  one  interest, 
that  would  pass ;  if  he  had  different  interests,  the  intent 
seemed  to  be  the  same ;  why  should  not  the  whole  pass  ? 
There  was  but  little  reason  in  saying  that  the  freehold  satis- 

AQte,8.96.       ged  the  words.     By  the  case  of  Paul  v,  Paul,  general  words 

were  not  to  be  restrained,  unless  the  Court  saw  abundant 
reason  to  think  that  the  testator  meant  to  use  them  in  a 
restrained  sense.  The  words  were  large  enough.  The  de- 
termination of  Rose  V.  Bartlett,  was  very  early  :  he  was  led  to 
think  the  old  idea  of  the  dignity  of  the  freehold,  and  small  value 
of  the  interesse  termini^  led  to  it.  The  leaseholder  was  held  to  be 
a  mere  pernor  of  the  profits.  From  the  change  of  circum- 
stances, the  rule  was  now  become  unsatisfactory ;  the  Court 
was  considering  the  intent  of  a  testator;  it  was  a  degree  of 
strictness  inconsistent  with  the  present  state  of  things,  to  say, 
that  a  man  by  his  lands  does  not  mean  all.  He  did  not  mean 
to  deny  the  authority  of  Rose  v,  Bartlett ;  but  he  could  not  build 
upon  it,  and  take  the  construction  for  tithes  here,  that  was  ap- 
plied there  for  lands.  He  was  not  prepared  to  say,  that  the 
word  tithes  would  not  pass  the  leasehold  as  well  as  the  freehold. 
The  form  here  was  a  lease,  but  being  renewable,  it  was  as  much 

Ante,  8. 105.     the  testator's  as  his  inheritance.    The  case  of  Addis  v.  Clement 


1-^  _ 


TUle  XXXVIII.  Deme.  Ch.  X.  $.  107—109.  189 

was  argued  from  the  intent ;  the  limitations  here  were  fit  for  an 
estate  of  inheritance.  He  inferred  from  this,  that  the  power  of 
renewal  had  made  the  testator  forget  that  he  had  not  the  in- 
heritance. As  to  there  being  no  mention  of  a  renewal,  this  was 
not  upon  a  fine,  so  there  was  no  need  to  raise  a  fund  for  that 
purpose.  In  common  understanding,  chattels  real  are  real  es- 
tates. The  case  of  Addis  v.  Clement  was  very  near  this  case: 
be  admitted  the  words,  possessed  of  and  interested  in,  made 
that  case  stronger ;  but  the  leading  principles  were  the  same. 
He  was  glad  to  be  supported  by  such  a  case  in  the  opinion  he 
should  give,  namely,  that  the  leasehold  tithes  did  pass. 

108.  There  is  however  a  case  determined  by  Lord  Hardwicke, 
and  another  by  Lord  Mansfield,  in  which  the  rule  laid  down  in 
Rose  V.  Bartlett  was  adhered  to ;  and  general  words  restrained  to 
freehold  estates,  in  exclusion  of  leaseholds. 

109.  A  person  having  freehold  and  leasehold  lands  in  the  Knotsfordv. 
same  parish,  devised  in  the  following  words ;  ''  I  give,  devise,  2  Atk."450. 
and  bequeath  unto  Martha,  my  wife,  for  life,  all  my  estates  in 

L;  and  after  her  death,  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  the 
afore-mentioned  estates  to  my  daughter  Ann,  and  her  heirs  for 
ever.  Item,  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  wife  all  my  goods  and 
chattels,  and  all  other  things  not  before  bequeathed." 

Martha,  the  devisee,  married  again,  and  had  the  plaintiff  by 
her  second  husband  ;  who  insisted  that  by  the  devise  to  the  wife 
of  the  residue,  the  leasehold  lands  passed  to  her ;  and  claimed  as 
executor  of  his  mother,  who  was  the  executrix  of  the  testator ; 
saying,  that  as  there  were  both  freehold  and  leasehold,  nothing 
but  the  freehold  passed  to  the  defendant,  being  sufficient  to 
answer  the  word  estates  in  the  will. 

Mr.  Murray,  for  the  plaintiff,  cited  the  case  of  Rose  v,  Bartlett, 
to  show  that  if  words  are  used  applicable  to  both,  they  will,  by 
way  of  eminence,  pass  only  fee  simple  lands.  That  the  limita- 
tions were  proper  only  to  the  devise  of  a  freehold  estate,  and 
therefore  the  testator  did  not  intend  to  pass  the  leasehold  like- 
wise. For  the  defendant,  it  was  said,  that  the  wife  of  the  testa- 
tor had  these  very  freehold  lands  settled  upon  her  in  marriage, 
and  the  testator  had  no  other  freehold,  but  a  little  cottage  of 
very  small  value. 

Lord  Hardwicke  observed,  that  as  the  facts  were  not  fully 
before  him,  it  must  go  to  a  trial  at  law.     He  stated  the  rule 
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kad  dbwn  in  Rose  v.  Bartietty  and  said, ''  Though  in  the  present 

case  i  have  no  doubt  at  all  as  to  the  intention  of  the  testator, 

yet  the  rale  of  law  wonld  pre? ail." 

Fistolv.  Kic-        110.  A  testator  betner  seised  of  freehold  estates  of  consider- 

Black.  26  n.'     &hle  annual  value,  and  also  possessed  of  two  terms  for  years, 

459.' n^"^        devised  all  his  manors,  and  all  and  every  his  several  messnages, 

kinds,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  whatsoever,  and  wheieso- 
ever,  which  he  was  seised  of,  interested  in»  or  entitled  to,  lying 
and  being  within  the  several  counties  of  N.  EL  &c.,  to  his  son  for 
hfe,  with  impeachment  for  all  wilful  waste ;  end  from  and  after 
his  decease,  to  the  heirs  of  his  body. 

This  case  was  twice  argued  in  K.  B.  The  Court,  apon  very 
full  consideration,  and  with  some  reluctance,  determined  that 
the  two  leasehold  farms  did  not  pass  by  this  devise.  Lord 
Mansfield,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  stated  the 
will  at  length,  and  said  he  did  so  in  order  to  diow  that  there 
were  no  words  in  the  will,  except  the  devise  itself,  which  indi- 
cated any  intention  in  the  testator  to  convey  the  leasehold  pre 
mises;  and  that  although  the  words  of  the  devise  were  very 
comprehensive,  yet  a  system  of  legal  construction  had  been 
established  in  former  cases,  especially  Rose  v.  Bartlett,  and  Davis 
V.  Gibbs,  which  precluded  them  from  considering  the  intention 
of  the  testator  on  the  words  of  tlie  devise,  as  they  might  other- 
wise have  done,  and  bound  them  in  the  decision  of  the  principal 
case 

111.  The  rule  laid  down  in  Rose  v.  Bartlett  has  been,  in  some 
degree,  departed  from  by  the  Court  of  K.  B.  in  the  following 
case  :— 
Lane  v.  Stan-         1 12.  H.  Bosville  being  seised  of  several  freehold  estates,  and 
r!346.  ^"°'    possessed  of  a  part  of  a  farm  held  under  the  church  for  twenty- 
one  years,  renewable,  held  with  another  part  of  the  farm,  and  let 
together  as  one ;  devised  all  his  manors,  messuages,  houses, 
farms,  lands,  woodlands,  hereditaments,  and  real  estate  whatso- 
ever, to  R.  B.  for  life,  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contin- 
gent remainders,  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail, 
remainder  over ;  and  gave  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  ready 
money,  rents  in  arrear,  stock  in  the  public  funds,  jewels,  and 
personal  estate,  to  R.  B.  for  ever. 
Upon  a  question,  in  a  suit  in  Chancery,  whether  the  word 
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farm  carried  tbe  leasehold  under  the  first  dieTise,  a  case  y/w  seot 
to  the  Court  of  K.  B.  for  their  opiaioA. 

Lord  KenyoQ  said,  be  would  say  a  few  words  to  show  the 
foundatioQ  of  bis  opinion.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  Court,  i4i 
coastraiog  a  will,  to  give  effect  to  the  devisor's  intuition,  as  far 
u  they  could  consistently  with  the  rules  of  law,  not  conjectur- 
ing, but  expounding  his  will  from  the  words  used.  Where  cer* 
tain  woids  had  obtained  a  precise  technical  meaning,  they  ought 
not  to  give  them  a  different  meaning ;  that  would  be,  as  Lord 
King  and  other  Judges  had  said,  removing  land-marks  :  but  if 
there  was  no  such  appropriate  meaning  to  the  words  used  in  a 
wiU,  if  the  devisor's  intention  was  clear,  and  the  words  used 
were  sufficient  to  give  effect  to  it,  they  ought  to  construe  those 
words  so  as  to  give  effect  to  the  intent,  and  not  to  doubt  on  ac- 
count of  other  cases,  which  tended  only  to  involve  the  question 
in  obscurity.  Go  the  whole  of  this  will,  taking  it  together,  he 
bad  00  doubt.  The  devisor  had  two  kinds  of  property,  real  and 
personaL  It  appeaced  by  the  case  that  a  part  of  a  farm  held 
by  lease  under  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  had  been  for  a 
long  coarse  of  years  in  the  testator's  family,  and  was  considered 
almost  equivalent  to  a  perpetuity,  on  account  of  the  covenant  to 
renew,  sad  that,  as  far  as  it  could  be  traced,  it  had  been  let  by 
the  testator  and  his  family,  together  with  the  rest  of  the  farm, 
which  was  an  estate  of  inheritance,  and  which  belonged  to  them, 
as  one  fann,  to  the  same  tenant,  under  one  integml  rent :  every 
one  mast  be  aware  of  the  inconvenience  of  splitting  this  farm, 
on  account  of  the  apportionment  of  rent,  and  the  power  of  dis- 
tress; and  perhaps  it  would  be  difficult  for  either  party  to  occupy 
it  beneficially.  The  testator,  having  this  various  property,  sat 
down  to  make  his  will,  and  he  devised  all  his  manors,  messuages, 
or  tenements,  houses,  farms,  lands,  woodlands,  hereditaments, 
and  real  estate  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  unto  R.  B.,  &c. 
In  many  oases  that  might  be  put,  he  should  not  lay  much  stress 
on  the  wotd/arm;  whether  it  should  have  much  or  little  wei^t 
must  depend  upon  the  subject.  Then,  after  giving  some  pecu- 
niary legacies,  the  testator  added  a  residuary  clause,  by  which 
be  gave  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  ready  money,  rents  in 
arrear,  stock  in  any  of  the  public  funds,  jewels,  and  personal 
estate,  unto  R.  B.,  fltc.    Now,  if  this  will  were  to  be  read  by  any 
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person  not  fettered  with  legal  and  technical  notions,  he  would 
not  hesitate  about  the  intention,  but  would  say  that  all  the 
landed  property  without  considering  the  circumstances  of  that 
landed  property,  was  disposed  of  by  the  first  clause,  and  all  the 
personal  property  by  the  last.  It  was  material  to  observe  that 
the  first  words  in  the  residuary  clause  applied  to  money,  after 
which  it  was  not  to  be  supposed  that  the  testator  intended  to 
recur  to  the  land ;  he  having  in  the  former  part  of  his  will  used 
words  suflSciently  comprehensive  to  include  every  species  of 
landed  property.  He  admitted  that  several  of  the  limitations 
which  were  applied  to  real  estate,  were  inapplicable  to  the  species 
of  property  in  dispute  ;  but  he  thought  it  would  be  too  much  to 
say  that  that  observation  alone  should  preclude  the  idea  that  the 
testator  intended  to  pass  the  leasehold  part  of  the  farm,  under 
the  words  used  in  the  first  clause ;  as  it  was  well  known  how 
frequently  many  of  the  limitations  used  in  a  will  were  inapplicable 
to  every  species  of  property  disposed  of  by  it.  He  did  not 
wonder  that  the  Court  determined  the  case  of  Pistol  v.  Riccard- 
son  with  reluctance,  for  it  appeared  that  that  case  came  before 
the  Court  at  several  different  times.  He  only  lamented  that  the 
case  of  Addis  v.  Clement  was  not  then  cited ;  for  Lord  Mans- 
field seemed  to  feel  himself  pressed,  by  a  torrent  of  authorities, 
to  decide  contrary  to  his  better  judgment.  And  he  could  not 
forbear  thinking,  that  if  Addis  v.  Clement  had  been  mentioned, 
the  Court  would  have  decided  the  other  way  with  less  reluctance. 
The  reason  why  they  determined  in  that  case  that  the  leasehold 
farm  did  not  pass  by  that  will  was,  because  they  thought  that 
all  the  words  there  used  had  received  in  other  cases  a  certain 
technical  construction,  and  therefore  that  they  were  bound  by 
those  decisions.  But  the  Court  had  not  that  difficulty  to  en- 
counter in  this  case,  because  here  they  find  another  word  in  the 
will, yarm^,  which  in  its  general  signification  means  that  which 
is  held  by  a  person  who  stands  in  the  relation  of  tenant  to  a 
landlord.  The  extrinsic  circumstances  also  weighed  strongly  in 
this  case.  Therefore,  taking  into  consideration  the  residuary 
clause,  in  which  the  items  enumerated  were  all  personal  chattels, 
and  that  the  testator  did  not  mean  to  die  intestate  as  to  any  part 
of  his  property,  though  the  property  in  dispute  was  a  personal 
estate,  yet  as  it  was  connected  with  land,  he  thought  the  con- 
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Btnictiori  tha^  the  family  had  put  upon  the  whole  will  was  the 
true  one. 

The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  sent  to  the  Court  of 
Chanceiy : — *'  We  have  heard  this  case  aigued,  and  considered 
the  effects  of  this  will,  and  are  of  opinion,  taking  the  whole  will 
together,  that  the  leasehold  property  in  question  is  not  included 
in  the  residnary  bequest,  but  passed  by  the  prior  devise ;  al- 
though some  of  the  limitations  applied  to  the  real  estates  are 
inapplicable,  to  this  species  of  property.** 

113.  In  a  subsequent  case.  Lord  Ch.  J.  Eldon  and  the  other 
Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held,  that  the  rule  laid 
down  in  Rose  v,  Bartlett,  was  a  rule  of  property  not  to  be  shaken ; 
and  therefore  that,  under  a  general  devise,  leaseholds  did  not 
pass,  unless  there  was  something  to  show  an  evident  intention 
that  they  should  pass. 

1 14.  Mr.  Thompson  being  seised  of  the  manor  of  W.,  and  TliompMii ». 
other  freehold  estates  in  Yorkshire,  and  possessed  of  two  lease-  &  Pui.  sos. 
hold  houses ;  devised  his  manor  of  W.,  and  all  other  his  manors,  ^  ^^  *'^' 
messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  to  trustees  and 

their  heirs,  to  the  use  of  his  first  and  other  sons  of  his  body  in  tail 
male,  with  several  remainders  over,  in  strict  settlement ;  and  de- 
vised all  bis  money,  securities  for  money,  goods,  chattels  and 
effects,  and  all  other  his  personal  estate,  not  before  disposed  of, 
to  his  brother  and  sister. 

Upon  a  case  sent  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  the  Court  of 
C.  B.  the  question  was,  whether  the  leasehold  passed  under  the 
first  general  devise. 

Lord  Eldon  stated  the  reasons  for  the  certificate;  and  after 
observing  that  Lord  Kenyon  had  said  in  the  preceding  case,  that 
it  was  the  duty  of  courts  of  justice  to  give  effect  to  the  devi- 
sor's intention,  as  far  as  they  could  consistently  with  the  rules 
of  law,  not  conjecturing,  but  expounding  his  will  from  the 
words  used ;  and  that  he  was  particularly  impresised  with  the 
latter  expression,  ''  not  conjecturing,  but  expounding  his  will 
from  the  words  used;"  he  said,  that  whether  the  rule  laid  down 
in  Rose  v.  Bartlett  were  wisdy  adopted  or  not,  it  was  unneces- 
saiy  to  determine;  but  that  case  having  once  established  a 
general  rale,  he  had  rather  consent  pointedly  and  avowedly  to 
contradict  that  rule  in  terms,  than  to  acknowledge  it  in  woids 

VOL.  vi.  o 
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and  deny  it  in  effect,  by  raising  distinctiona  which  in  fact  made 
it  impossible  for  any  man  to  decide  in  any  particular  case,  what 
was  the  legal  construction  of  a  will,  as  to  this  pointy  till  he  had 
obtained  the  authority  of  a  court  of  law,  in  a  judgment  upon 
the  willy  for  the  opinion  which  he  ga?«.  That  it  did  not  appear 
that  there  was  any  equitable  right  of  renewal,  nor  even  the  pre- 
mises in  question  blended,  in  enjoyment  or  otherwise^  with  any 
freehold  land;  there  was  no  difficulty  in  distinguishing  them 
from  each  other,  they  had  never  been  demised  together,  at  one 
rent,  reserved  to  heirs;  they  were  short  terms.  No  one  of  those 
particular  circumstances  which  were  relied  upon  in  former  cases 
existed  in  this.  It  was  the  simple  case  of  terms  for  years,  and 
a  case  of  property,  primA  fade  that  sort  of  property  which  a 
disposition  of  personal  estate  must  be  intended  to  pass.  That 
the  estates  included  in  the  general  devise  were  limited  to  the 
issue  of  the  devisor  in  tail,  with  several  remainders  over.  He 
entered  into  an  examination  of  all  the  preceding  cases,  and  con- 
cluded by  saying,  '*  The  rule  in  Rose  v.  Bartlett  is  a  rule  which 
has  been  acknowledged  for  ages,  and  upon  which  I  shall  act, 
until  I  am  informed  by  the  highest  authority  that  I  am  no  longer 
to  regard  it :  till  I  shall  be  so  informed,  I  shall  substantially  re- 
gard it  in  judgment ;  for  I  think  it  better  to  overrule  it  alto- 
gether, which  I  must  not  do,  than  to  deny  to  it  its  effect,  upon 
grounds  which  do  not  completely  satisfy  my  mind,  as  solid  and 
safe  grounds  of  distiaotion." 

All  the  other  Judges  said  the  rule  in  Rose  v,  Bartlett  ought 

not  to  be  shaken ;  and  the  Court  certified  that  the  leasehold 

houses  did  not  pass  by  the  general  devise. 

7  Bing.280.  115.  [In  the  recent  case  of  Doe  v.  Ludlam,  C.  J.  Tindall  <^ 

vl^BhckburnT*  s®^«8,  there  was  no  reason  in  the  principal  case  for  departing 

1  Myl.&  K.      f|,0|j|  iji^  general  rule,  which  was  first  laid  down  in  Rose  v.  Bart- 

lett,  a  rule  which  had  been  followed  ever  sinoe. 

116.  It  should  here  be  noticed,  that  the  above  rule  in  Rose  v. 

Bartlett,  ai>d  which  has  been  the  subjectof  so  much  discussion,  is 

applicable  only  to  leaseholdsybr  years,  since  leaseholds  for  lives, 

though  granted  to  the  lessee,  his  executors,  and  administrators, 

Fitzroyv.How-  are  freehold  interests,  though  of  the  lowest  kind:  and  it  has 

225.  See  also    been  decided  in  a  recent  case,  that  they  will  pass  under  a  ge- 

6  Ves.  642.         ^^^j  j^^j^^  ^f  ^^j  estate.] 

Whatwordsnc-      wjf^  With  rcspect  to  the  words  necessary  to  pass  estates  in 

oesitry  to  pass  *  ''  * 

r«venioDs. 
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reversion,  wherever  a  testator  shows  an  intention  to  dispose  of 
all  his  property  by  his  will,  and  uses  words  sufficient  for  that 
purpose,  any  estates  to  which  he  is  entitled  in  reversion  will 
pass. 

118.  A  person  having  a  manor  and  other  lands  in  Somerset-  wheeler  v. 
shire,  devised  the  manor  to  A.  for  six  years,  and  part  of  the  Aieyn  28.' 
other  lands  to  B.  in  fee,  and  then  came  this  clause :  "  And  the  n.^.^""*'  ^^' 
rest  of  my  lands,  in  Somersetshire  or  elsewhere,  I  give  to  my 
brother."     It  was  adjudged  that  the  reversion  of  the  manor 

passed  by  the  word  rest. 

119.  A  person  settled  part  of  his  lands  on  his  daughter  for  Cookev.  Ger- 
life,  and  devised  another  part  to  his  wife  for  a  year  after  his  212.' 
death ;  and  then  devised  all  his  lands,  not  settled  or  devised,  to  ^^^^*  ^8^- 
T.  K.  and  his  heirs.     Adjudged,  that  the  reversion  of  the  lands  Doe  v.  Brazier, 
settled  on  his  daughter,  passed  by  this  devise.  68.' 

120.  A  person  being:  seised  in  fee,  devised  Blackacre  to  A.  for  Rookev.Rooke, 

.  2  Vem.  461. 

life,  and  devised  to  B.  all  his  lands  not  before  devised,  to  be  sold, 
and  the  money  to  be  divided  between  his  younger  children. 
The  question  was,  whether  the  reversion  of  Blackacre  passed  by 
the  devise  of  all  his  lands  not  before  devised  ;  and  it  being  re- 
ferred to  ihe  Judges  of  C.  B.,  they  certified  that  the  reversion 
was  well  devised. 

121.  A  person  devised  a  house  to  A.  and  his  wife  for  their  willows  v. 
Uves ;  and  d>en.  the  better  to  eaable  his  wife  to  pay  his  legacies.  Wtt  m. 
he  devised  to  her  all  his  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  here- 
ditaments whatsoever,  within  the  kingdom  of  England,  not  be- 
fore disposed  of,  to  hold  to  her  and  her  heirs.    It  was  also  found 

that  the  testator  left  sufficient  to  pay  his  legacies,  without  the 
reversion  of  the  house. 

The  Court  of  King's  Bench  determined  that  the  reversion  of  See  also  Doe  r. 
the  house  did  not  pass ;  but  this  judgment  was  unanimously  re-  &  Ald/64.  ^^ 
versed  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber. 

122.  A  person  who  was  tenant  for  life,  remaindei*  to  his  first  Dalbyv.Cham- 
aod  other  sons  in  tail,  with  the  reversion  in  fee  in  himself,  ^^^'  ^'^*"* 
having  a  son  and  daughter,  devised  all  his  lands,  tenements,  and 
hereditaments  to  his  daughter  in  fee,  in  case  his  son  should  die 

without  issue*    The  son  did  die  without  issue ;  and  Lord  Holt  Fletcher  v. 
said,  though  the  testator  had  only  a  dry  reversion  in  fee,  yet  that  ^.^u!^'  *°  ** 
by  the  words,  all  his  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  such 
reversion  would  pass. 

o2 
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123.  The  words,  ''all  my  lands  oat  of  settlement^**  as  also  the 

words, "  not  by  me  formerly  settled/'  will  comprehend  reversions 

in  fee  after  estates  tail. 

FalkUnd  v.  124.  Sir  W.  Lytton  being  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility,  of 

Pari.  Ca.  24.'    some  lands,  remainder  in  fee  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  himself  and 

his  heirs ;  and  being  also  tenant  in  tail  of  some  other  lands, 
remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  his  father,  and  having  no  issue, 
devised  all  his  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments 
whatsoever,  out  of  settlement,  to  his  nephew  Lytton  Strode,  and 
his  heirs.  The  question  was,  whether  the  different  reversions, 
to  which  he  was  entitled,  should  pass  by  this  will. 

Lord  Cowper,  assisted  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  Lord  Ch. 
J.  Trevor,  and  J.  Tracy,  decreed  that  the  reversions  passed  by 
the  will.  And  on  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  this  decree 
was  affirmed  upon  the  principle,  that  by  the  words,  lands  put 
of  settlement,  the  reversion  in  fee  passed ;  for  the  same  lands 
may  be  said  to  be  settled  and  unsettled,  namely,  settled  as 
far  as  the  use  thereof  is  limited,  and  unsettled  as  to  the  re- 
version. 
Chesterv.Ches-  126.  Sir  J.  Chester,  on  the  marriage  of  his  eldest  son,  settled 
55*  '  lands  of  800/.  per  annum  on  his  eldest  son  for  life,  remainder,  as 

to  part,  to  the  wife  of  his  son  for  life,  remainder  to  the  first  and 
other  sons  of  that  marriage  in  tail  male,  remainder  to  his  son  and 
his  heirs  male  on  any  other  wife,  remainder  to  himself  in  fee. 
And  being  seised  in  fee  of  other  lands  in  possession,  in  Littleton, 
Marston,  and  Milbroke;  he  devised  all  his  lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditaments  in  these  three  places,  or  elsewhere j  not  by  him 
formerly  settkd,  or  thereby  by  him  otherwise  disposed  of,  to  trus- 
tees for  a  term  of  100  years,  upon  the  trusts  therein  mentioned, 
remainder  to  his  youngest  son  in  fee. 

The  eldest  son  died,  leaving  six  daughters ;  and  the  question 
was,  whether  the  reversion  of  the  estate,  settled  on  the  eldest  son, 
should  pass  by  this  devise. 

It  was  decreed  by  Lord  King,  assisted  by  Lord  Raymond  and 
another  Judge,  I.  That  the  word  elsewhere  was  the  same  as  if 
the  testator  had  said  he  devised  all  his  lands  in  the  three  places 
particularly  mentioned,  or  in  any  other  place  whatever;  and 
that  there  was  no  reason  to  reject  so  plain,  proper,  and  intelligible 
a  word  in  a  will  as  this,  which  probably  was  inserted  to  avoid 
the  prolixity  of  naming  the  several  other  places  in  which  the 
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premises  lay ;  it  being  a  great  estate,  and  difficult,  at  the  time 
of  making  the  will,  when  the  testator  might  be  supposed  to  be 
inops  consUH,  and  without  his  writings,  to  particularize  all  the 
towns.  That  the  word  elsewhere  was  therefore  the  most  signi- 
ficant, sensible,  and  comprehensive  word  that  could  be  used  for 
that  purpose,  equivalent  to  the  naming  of  them.  And  it  would 
be  of  the  most  dangerous  consequence,  under  pretence  of  con- 
stroing  this  will,  and  assisting  the  testator's  intentions,  to  reject 
a  word  so  material  to  be  made  use  of,  both  for  the  sake  of  brevity 
and  security. 

':  II.  That  the  words,  not  othenvise  by  me  settled,  could  have 
excepted  only  that  estate  in  the  lands  which  was  otherwise 
before  settled ;  whereas  it  was  plain  that  the  reversion  in  fee  was 
not  settled,  and  therefore  ought  to  pass  by  the  will.    The  re- 
version in  fee  of  the  lands  in  question  not  being  settled,  the 
lands,  as  to  such  reversion,  were  not  settled ;  so  that  the  same 
lands  in  several  respects,  might  be  said  to  be  settled  and  un- 
settled ;  viz.  with  regard  to  all  the  particular  estates  which  were  Glover  v. 
limited,  the  lands  might  be  said  to  be  settled ;  though  with  re-  4Sro.ac.337. 
gard  to  the  reversion  in  fee,  it  might  be  properly  said,  that  the  v"or^*°'  *' 
lands  were  not  settled ;  and  the  reversion  in  fee  which  re-  8  Ves.  256. 
mained  unsettled,  was  part  of  the  old  estate,  whereof  the  owner 
continued  seised. 

126.  Mr.  Tracey  being  seised  of  estates  in  the  counties  of  Freeman  v. 
Gloucester  and  Worcester,  and  also  entitled  to  the  reversion  of  35!°^°*'  ^"^ 
certain  estates  in  the  counties  of  Oxford  and  Wilts,  devised  all  Doe  v.  Bart     . 
and  every  his  manors,  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  heredita-  ^^\ 
meats,  and  premises,  in  the  counties  of  Gloucester  and  Worces- 
ter, and  elsewhere  in  the  kingdom  of  England,  to  trustees,  sub- 
ject  to  certain  charges  thereon,  and  to  certain  limitations  and 
estates  to  all  his  brothers,  by  his  marriage  settlement.    The 
estates  in  the  counties  of  Oloucester  and  Worcester  were  the 
only  ones  charged  or  mentioned  in  his  marriage  settlement.  The 
question  was,  whether  the  reversion  in  fee  of  the  estates  in  Ox- 
fordshire and  Wilts,  passed  by  the  will. 

It  was  contended,  that  from  the  words  of  the  will  referring  to 
the  limitations  of  estates  in  Gloucestershire  and  Worcestershire, 
and  the  charges  thereon,  it  was  manifest  the  testator  had  no 
other  estates  than  those  in  contemplation  at  the  time  of  making 
bis  wilL    But  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  certified,  that  the  re- 
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verBion  in  fee  of  the  estates  in  Oxfordshire  and  Wiltshire  passed 
by  this  devise. 
AtkynsB.  127.  E.  AtkyoB,  being  seised  in  fee  in  possession  of  the 

Cowp.  soa.  manor  of  Coates,  in  the  county  of  Gloucester,  and  to  an  estate 
there  called  PinburyPark;  and  being  likewise  entitled  to  the 
reversion  in  fee  of  the  manor  of  Sewell,  in  the  said  county  of 
Gloucester,  expectant  on  the  estates  tail  of  three  persons  then 
living,  made  bis  will,  and  thereby  devised  as  follows: — "  I  give, 
devise,  and  bequeath  all  that  the  manor  or  lordship,  or  reputed 
manor  or  lordship  of  Coates,  in  the  county  of  Gloucester,  with 
the  rights,  royalties,  and  appurtenances,  and  also  all  and  every 
the  meesuBges,  farms,  lands,  tenements,  advonsons,  and  heredi- 
taments whatsoever  of  me,  the  said  E.  Atkyns,  situate,  lying, 
and  being  within  or  adjoining  to  the  said  manor  or  lordship,  and 
also  all  that  my  capital  messuage  or  tenement,  and  all  and  every 
my  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  whatsoever,  whether 
freehold  or  leasehold,  sitnate  and  being  at  or  in  or  near  Pinbury 
Park,  or  elsewhere  in  the  said  county  of  Gloucester,  with  their 
appurtenances;  and  all  my  estate,  term  of  years,  and  interest 
therein,  unto  and  to  the  use  of  my  executors,"  &,c.  Upon  trust, 
to  sell  the  same  for  the  benefit  of  his  younger  children. 

Several  years  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  reversion  of 

the  manor  of  Sewell  came  into  possession  ;  and  a  question  arose 

between  the  heir  at  law  and  the  younger  children,  whether  it 

passed  by  the  wit).     A  case  was  made  by  Lord  Tburlow  for  the 

opinion  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  who  certified  that  it  did 

pass  to  the  executors,  by  the  express  words  of  the  will. 

3  Bfo.  Pail.  The  Chancellor  ordered,  that  the  Judge's  certificate  should  be 

Ca.  408.  confirmed.   From  this  order  an  appeal  was  brought  to  the  House 

of  Lords ;  and  a  question  having  been  put  to  the  Judges,  w  be* 

Doe  V.  MeskiD,  ther  the  reversion  of  the  manor  of  Sewell  passed  by  the  will, 

L  p.''^^        the  Lord  Chief  Baron  delivered  their  unanimous  opinion,  that 

the  reversion  in  fee  of  the  manor  of  Sewell  did  pass  by  the  will, 

whereupon  the  decree  was  affirmed. 

128.  It  has  been  held  in  two  modern  cases,  that  where  there 
are  general  words  in  the  residuary  clause  of  a  will,  they  carry 
every  estate  and  interest  which  is  not  expressly,  or  by  necessary 
imphcation,  excluded  from  its  operation  ;  and  therefore  carry  all 
reversions. 
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129.  But  as  the  intention  of  the  testator  is  the  rule  by  which 
all  wills  are  construed,  where  it  is  manifest  that  a  testator  does 

not  intend  to  devise  a  reversion  by  general  words,  such  reversion  Welby  v. 

.„       ^  ^  ^  Welby.  2  V.  & 

Will  not  pass.  Bca,  196. 

130.  A.  Mervin^  on  the  marriage  of  his  eldest  son  Henry,  set-  strong  v.  Teat, 
tied  the  manor  of  Arlestown  on  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  his 

SOD  Henry  for  life,  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  Henry 
in  tail,  &c.  with  the  reversion  in  fee  to  the  father.  A.  Mervin 
had  issue  three  other  sons,  Audley,  James,  and  Theophilus,  and  ' 

foor  daughters ;  and  being  seised  of  other  lands  in  fee  simple,  he 
made  his  will,  by  which  he  devised  all  those  lands  whereof  he 
was  seised  in  fee  simple  in  possession  to  his  wife ;  and  also  all 
other  the  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  whereof  he  was 
seised  in  fee  simple,  or  of  which  any  other  person  was  seised  in 
trust  for  hina  ;  with  a  proviso,  that  if  his  sons  Henry  and  Audley 
(who  were  his  first  and  second  sons)  should  both  of  them  die 
without  issue  male,  in  the  lifetime  of  his  son  James,  (who  was 
his  third  son)  whereby  the  estate  settled  on  his  son  Henry  on  his 
marriage  should  descend  on  his  son  James,  that  then  his  son 
James  should  not  take  any  interest  or  estate  in  the  lands  therein- 
before devised  to  him. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  reversion  in  fee  of  the  lands 
which  were  settled  on  Henry  should  pass  by  this  devise.  The 
Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Ireland  gave  judgment  that  the  rever- 
sion in  fee  did  pass;  but  this  judgment  was  reversed  by  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  in  England ;  and  Lord  Mansfield,  in 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  observed,  that  the  words 
uaed  by  the  testator  were  certainly  sufficient  to  carry  the  rever- 
sion in  fee  of  the  lands  settled  on  Henry,  if  they  had  not  been 
restrained  by  other  words  and  expressions ;  and  that  the  clause 
in  the  will  (besides  several  others)  which  directed  that  in  case 
Henry  and  Audley  should  die  without  issue  male  in  the  lifetime 
of  his  son  James,  whereby  the  estate  settled  on  Henry  should 
descend  to  James,  then  James  should  not  take  any  estate  in  the 
lands  devised  to  him,  proved  to  a  demonstration  that  the  tes- 
tator did  not  mean  to  devise  this  reversion  ;  for  if  he  had,  then 
it  could  never  go  to  James.  A  writ  of  error  was  brought  in  the  ^  Bro.  Ptrl. 
House  of  Lords ;  and  the  Judges  having  given  their  opinion  that 
the  reversion  in  fee  did  not  pass  by  this  devise,  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  England  was  affirmed. 
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RoeikATia,  131.  A  pereon  being  seised  in  tail  of  an  undinded  fonitb  of 

"°   '        an  estate,  aod  entitled  to  the  reversion  in  fee  of  another  foorth, 

expectant  on  the  determination  of  an  estate  tail,  reciting  that  she 

was  entitled  to  an  undivided  foarth  of  an  estate,  &c.,  which  she 

thought  was  au  estate  in  fee,  devised  it  to  a  trustee  in  fee,  upon 

GoodiTUe  V.       several  trusts :   and  then  came  the   followbg  clause — "  And 

494,  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  my  estate  and  effects, 

I  direct  to  be  sold  and  disposed  of,  as  soon  as  may  be,  after 

mj  decease,  and  thereout  the  expenses  of  my  funeral  to  be 

paid,"  8tc. 

The  Court  of  King's  Bench  held  that  the  reversion  did  not 
pass ;  for  although  those  general  words  were  sufficient  to  pass  a 
fee,  in  order  to  answer  the  purposes  of  the  will ;  yet  in  this  case 
ihey  aaid  it  was  manifest  that  this  estate  was  not  in  the  contem- 
plation of  the  testatrix  when  she  made  her  wiU,  it  being  only  a 
reversion  expectant  on  the  determination  of  aa  estate  tail,  which 
her  aunts  might  have  barred ;  and  the  testatrix  having  by  the 
former  part  of  ber  will  disposed  of  aH  the  freehold  estate  to 
whidi  she  supposed  herself  entitled.  They  observed  that  it  was 
elear  from  the  purpose  to  which  a  part  of  the  produce  of  what 
she  directed  to  be  sold  was  to  be  applied,  namely,  the  paying  of 
her  funeral  expenses,  that  she  only  meant  to  dispose  of  sometliing 
which  could  be  sold  immediately ;  and  that  this  reversion  might 
never  have  descended  to  her  heirs,  (a) 
ABdmortmM,  132.  It  was  formerly  held  that  lands  mortgaged  might  be  de- 
knu.  vised  by  the  mortgagee,  by  the  words,  all  my  mortgages ;  but 

aftenrards  the  Courts  laid  it  down  that  these  words  would  only 
comprehend  mortgages  for  years,  and  not  mortgages  in  fee,  es- 
peually  if  they  were  forfeited. 
M^IS''  '^3-  ^  peraon  seised  of  divers  lands  in  A.,  B.,  and  C. ;  the 

Cm.  Cu.  447.  lands  in  C.  being  in  him  by  mortgage,  and  forfeited ;  made  his 
frill ;  and  after  devising  the  lands  in  A.  and  B.  to  several  per- 
sons and  their  heirs,  he  gave  all  the  rest  of  his  goods,  chattels, 
leases,  estates,  mortgages,  debts,  ready  money,  plate,  and  other 

[In  Churdi  v.  Mnndy,  Lord  Eldon  ipoke  ortb«  ihm«  cms  of  Roe  d.  AfU.wiih 
hctiaii.  In  tbt  fanner  CMe  the  taaUtor,  bein^  leiaed  of  iha  lenniin  in  fee  of 
ipectBDt  Oft  u  eMite  IvI  in  hi*  brother,  derUed  >U  hi>  reU  ud  penonal  ntUs 
rife  Gv  liia,  tnd  if  *be  ibould  die,  iMvingno  iiiue,  then  in  (nut  for  C.  in  fee, 
CMeC.ihonldnot  betben  linng,  tobeitlbediapouloT  thatestatoi'i  wife.  The 

bnd  no  other  ml  Mate.    Lord  Eldon,  otei-niling  tbedecinon  oT&W.Grtnt, 

dacidid  tfau  the  levciiion  puMd.] 
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goods,  whereof  he  was  possessed,  to  his  wife,  after  his  debts 
and  l^acies  were  paid;  and  made  her  his  executrix.  The 
Court  doubted  whether  the  estate  in  mortgage  passed  to  the 
wife,  because  the  word  mortgage  was  coupled  with  personal 
things;  and  because  the  testator  used  the  words, — whereof  he 
was  possessed. 

134.  A  person  who  was  seised  of  lands  in  fee,  and  of  mort-  Winn  v* 
gages  in  fee,  devised  all  his  lands  to  A.  B.,  and  gave  several  i  vem.  3. 
legacies,  and  then  said, ''  All  the  residue  of  my  estate  I  give  to 

my  executor."  It  was  resolved,  that  the  mortgage  went  to  the 
executcHr.  But  if  the  testator  had  only  devised  his  lands,  with- 
out giving  any  legacies,  and  had  bequeathed  the  rest  of  his 
personal  estate  to  his  executors,  there  perhaps  the  mortgaged 
lands  woulii  have  passed  to  A.  B. ;  for  else  there  would  be 
nothing  to  answer  and  make  sense  of  the  clause,  ''  all  the  re- 
sidue;'' for  that  implied  that  he  had  already  devised  some  part 
of  his  personal  estate ;  or  at  least  it  showed  that  he  intended  part 
of  it  should  have  passed. 

135.  This  doctrine  has  been  entirely  altered ;  for  the  nature 

of  nx>r^age8  being  now  clearly  ascertained  and  settled  and  the  Tiu  15.  c.  2. 
whole  transaction,  till  foreclosure,  being  considered  a  personal 
engagement  only,  in  which  the  money  borrowed  is  the  principal, 
and  the  conveyance  of  the  land  only  an  accessary,  it  is  es- 
tablished that  neither  the  general  words,  lands,  tenements,  and 
hereditaments,  nor  any  other  words  particularly  appropriated  to 
the  description  of  real  estates,  will  carry  mortgages  in  fee,  if  the 

0 

testator  has  other  property  to  satisfy  the  words. 

136.  A  person  being  seised  of  several  freehold  manors,  and  Strode  v. 

of  a  great  personal  estate,  made  his  will,  and  after  devising  part  3  vtni/62i. 
to  his  wife  for  life,  gave  all  other  his  lands,  tenements,  and  here- 
ditaments, out  of  settlement  to  his  nephew.  The  testator  after- 
wards foreclosed  and  got  releases  of  the  equity  of  redemption 
of  some  mortgages  in  fee.  One  of  the  questions  in  this  case 
was,  whether  these  mortgages  passed  by  the  will  under  the 
wprds,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments ;  and  it  was  agreed 
by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  assisted  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  and  1  Atk.  605. 
two  Judges,  that  mortgages  in  fee,  although  forfeited  when  the 
will  was  made,  did  not  pass  by  those  words. 

137.  But  if  a  testator  has  no  other  property  answering  the  3  v.  &  Bet.  45. 
description  given  in  his  will,  in  point  of  situation,  and  other  cir- 
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cuiDBtancea,  except  mortgages,  tbey  will  then  pass  by  geoeral 
Ante,  8. 98.       words,  though  not  particularly  adapted  to  themi  because  other- 
wise the  will  would  have  no  effect. 
Clarke  v.  138.  A  person  possessed  of  a  mortgage  of  the  Swan  Ino,  at 

Eg.  606.  Chelsea,  made  his  will,  and  thereby  devised  to  A.  and  his  heirs 

M^u^r ''"  "  ^^  ^^^  freehold  messuages  and  garden  grounds  at  Chelsea." 
1  Mer.  450.  It  was  held  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  on  a  question  whether  the 
lin,  2  Burr.  mortgaged  interest  would  pass  by  this  description,  that  as  it  did 
n/s.^3.^^^    not  appear  the  testator  had  any  other  lands  there,  it  certainly 

would. 
1  Mad.  &  Geld.       139.  [In  Renvoize  v.  Cooper  the  testator,  after  a  general  de- 
See  alio  Ma-      vise  of  all  the  residue   of   his   real   estates    whatsoever   and 
lO^BiDg.  4^^"'  wheresoever  to  his  wife  her  heirs  and  assigns,  and  after  certain 

pecuniary  legacies,  added,  "  as  to  all  the  rest,  residue^  and  re- 
mainder  of  his  estates,  book  debts,  bills,  bonds,  tnortgaget,  and 
other  iecurities  for  moneys  he  bequeathed  the  same  to  his  wife. 
The  question  was  whether  mortgages  in  fee  passed  to  the  wife, 
or  whether  the  heir  at  law  was  a  necessary  party  to  the  con* 
veyance  of  them."  Sir  John  Leach,  V.  C.  is  reported  to  have 
given  judgment  in  the  following  words;  "  It  may  be  that  the 
mortgaged  fee  will  not  pass  to  the  wife  by  the  residuary  devise 
of  the  freehold  estate,  because  having  no  mortgage  for  years,  the 
subsequent  gift  of  mortgages  to  the  wife  marks  this  testator's 
intention  that  it  should  not  pass  by  that  devise.  But  if  this  be 
so,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  mortgaged  fee  will  pass  to  the  wife 
by  the  subsequent  gift  of  mortgages  and  other  securities  for 
money,  though  coupled  with  personal  property.  In  substance, 
money,  secured  by  a  mortgage  in  fee,  is  personal  property,  aud 
a  gift  of  a  mortgage  security  for  money,  is  a  gift  of  all  the 
testator's  interest  in  the  money  and  securitvi  and  will  therefore 
pass  the  fee.*'] 
Trust  estates.  140.  Various  opinions  have  been  entertained,  within  these 

1  Inst. 205. a. n.  ^^^  years,  respecting  the  question,  whether  a  general  devise 

passes  lands  whereof  the  devisor  is  only  mortgagee  or  trustee. 
Att.-GeD.  V.  lo  a  case  before  Lord  Rosslyn  in  1800,  it  was  contended  that 
5  Ves.'339.       general  words  did  not  pass  an  estate  held  in  trust  for  another, 

unless  there  appeared  to  be  an  intention  that  it  should  pass ;  to 
which  his  Lordship  said,  that  was  certainly  the  understanding; 
but  perhaps  the  most  convenient  rule  would  have  been  the  re- 
verse, as  it  might  be  more  easy  to  find  a  devisee  than  an  heir. 
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Lord  Redesdale,  who  was  then  Attomey-Oeneral,  suggested,  as 
amicus  curiid,  that  the  rule,  that  an  estate  held  in  trust  should 
pass  by  a  general  devise,  would  not  be  the  most  convenient, 
from  the  frequent  instances  of  estates  tail  created  by  general 
words^  in  consequence  of  which  the  legal  estate  might  get  into 
an  infant,  fettered  with  an  entail. 

141.  In  a  subsequent  case,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  Sir  W.  Bnybrooke  v. 
Qrant,  having  determined  that  an  estate  held  in  trust  passed  by  e  V<»%17. 
the  general  words  of  a  will ;  on  an  appeal  to  Lord  Eldon,  he  said,  f  xenn^^*' 
— ''  t  am  disposed  in  this  cause  to  concur  with  the  opinion  of  the  iiB. 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  meaning  rather  to  state  my  judgment  that  296.  ed.  3. 
the  rule  is  not,  that  in  every  case  where  general  words  are  used, 
the  property  shall  or  shall  not  pass;  but  that  in  each  case 
you  must  look  at  every  part  of  the  will  for  the  intention  with 
regard  to  such  property.  I  do  not  know  in  experience  any  case 
in  which  the  proposition  is  laid  down  so  strong  one  way  or  the 
other,  as  it  was  laid  down  in  the  Attorney-General  v.  Buller.  I 
know  no  case  which  states  as  the  rule,  that  trust  estates  shall 
not  pass,  unless  the  intention  that  they  should  pass  appears; 
and  I  incline  to  think  they  will  pass,  unless  I  can  collect  from 
expressions  in  the  will,  or  purposes  or  objects  of  the  testator, 
that  he  did  not  mean  they  should  pass.  In  this  case  there  is  no 
circumstance,  except  one,  that  I  shall  observe  upon,  denoting 
any  special  intention.  It  is  the  case  of  a  dry  trust,  all  the  debts 
and  legacies  being  long  paid,  as  I  now  understand.  There  was 
therefore  a  pure  legal  estate  in  the  testator,  nothing  remaining 
to  be  done  but  to  re-convey.  There  is  no  one  circumstance  in 
this  will  to  cut  down  the  general  effect,  upon  any  notion  of  in- 
tention, unless  it  can  be  said,  that  where  he  meant  to  create  a 
trast,  viz.  as  to  the  personal  estate,  he  joins  another  person  with 
his  wife,  giving  the  real  estate  to  her  alone  ;  but  that  is  too  thin 
an  evidence  of  intention,  to  afford  much  inference. 

The  result  is  this  :  a  will  containing  words  large  enough,  and 
no  expression  in  it  authorizing  a  narrower  construction  than  the 
general  legal  construction,  nor  any  such  disposition  of  the  estate 
as  is  unlikely  for  a  testator  to  make,  of  any  property  not  in  the 
strictest  sense  his,  as  complicated  limitations :  nor  any  purpose 
at  all  inconsistent  with  as  probable  an  intention  to  vest  it  in  his 
wife  as  devisee,  as  to  let  it  descend.  I  know  of  no  case  in  which 
a  mere  devise  in  these  general  terms,  without  more,  where  the 
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question  of  intention  cannot  be  embarrassed  by  any  reasoning 

upon  the  purpose  or  objects,  or  tbe  person  of  the  devisee,  has 

been  held  not  to  pass  the  trust  estate.    If  there  was  any  such 

case,  I  would  abide  by  it ;  but  I  do  not  feel  strong  enough  upon 

authority  or  reasoning  to  dissent  from  the  decision  of  the  Master 

of  the  Rolls,  (a) 

And  equitiei  of      142.  Lands  which  are  in  mortgage,  and  whereof  the  devisor 

redflmpckm.        j^^  ^^jy  ^y^e  equity  of  redemption,  will  pass  by  the  same  words 

Philips  V.  Hele,  as  lauds  not  mortgaged,  because  a  mortgage  is  only  considered 

101.  ^'  "^     ^'  as  a  pledge  for  securing  the  repayment  of  a  debt,  and  the  lands 

remain  in  the  mortgagor,  for  every  other  purpose. 

And  oopyholdfc      143.  With  respect  to  the  words  that  are  necessary  to  pass 

Si^^  ^'         copyholds,  it  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Hardwicke  that  where  copy- 

2  Atk.  85.         hold  lands  are  surrendered  to  the  use  of  a  will,  they  pass  by  a 

Godwyn, '        general  devise  of  all  the  testator's  lands  and  tenements ;  notr- 

'      '       withstanding  there  are  freeholds  to  answer  such  devise.     But 

where  copyholds  have  not  been  surrendered  to  the  use  of  a  will, 

they  do  not  pass  by  general  words,  because  the  omission  of  a 

surrender  renders  it  doubtful  whether  the  testator  intended  to 

Ant0,c.  4.        dispose  of  his  copyholds  or  not. 

Milbourn  o.  144.  A  person  being  seised  of  real  estates  in  Huntingdonshire 

2Bro.C.C.64.  ^^d  Cambridgeshire,  and  possessed  of  copyholds  in  those  coun- 
ties, devised  all  his  messuages,  farms,  lands,  tenements,  and 
hereditaments,  with  the  appurtenances,  in  Huntingdonshire  and 

(a)  [Wheie»  therefore,  a  general  doTise  of  real  ettates  is  for  porpoaes  apfrfieable  only 
to  that  which  is  the  testator's  absolute  properly,  and  inconsistent  with  ownership  in  an* 
other  person,  there  trast  and  mortgage  estates  will  not  pass.  Of  this  species  of  incon- 
sistent disposition  is  a  residuary  devise  of  real  estate  charged  with  the  payment  of  debts, 
Duke  of  Leeds  v.  Monday,  3  Ves.  348.  Roe  v.  Reade,  8  T.  R.  118.  Exparte  Mor- 
gan, 10  Ves.  101.  Attorney-General  o.  Vigor,  8  Ves.  273.  Silvester  v.  Jarman,  10 
Price,  78.  Or  where  the  real  estate  is  devised  in  settlement,  Thompson  o.  Grant,  4 
Mad.  438.  Galtiers  o.  Moss,  9  B.  &  Cr.  267.  In  re  Honfall,  I  M'Clel.  &  Yo.  392, 
but  a  residuary  devise  of  real  estate  to  several  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee,  was  held  not 
to  be  incompatible  with  an  intention  to  pass  the  mortgage  estate.  Exparte  Wbitacre. 
At  the  Rolls,  July  22, 1807, 1  Sand.  U.  and  T.  285.  In  Mather  v,  Thomas,  10  Bing. 
44.  the  mortgaged  estate  was  held  to  pass  under  the  words  steariHetfar  motuy,  in  a  resi- 
dnaiy  devise  to  trustees ;  the  trusts  of  the  residuary  disposition  being  to  one  for  life,  and 
after  his  decease  to  be  divided  unto  and  among  his  children.  And  in  Wall  v.  Bright^  1 
Jac.  &  W.  494.  an  estate  which  the  testator  had  contracted  to  sell,  was  held  by  Sir  T. 
Plumer,  M.  R.  to  pass  under  a  general  devise  of  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees  in 
trust  to  sell.  It  was,  however,  admitted  by  the  Court  that  a  bare  trust  esute  would  not 
have  passed  by  the  devise  in  question ;  the  purpose  of  conversion  necessarily  ezduding 
from  the  general  devise  the  intention  of  comprehending  such  an  estate.] 
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Cambridgeshire,  to  his  wife  for  life,  &c.  The  copyholds  were 
not  sarreDdered  to  the  use  of  his  will ;  and  therefore  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  (Lord  Kenyon)  held,  they  did  not  pass  by  it. 

145.  [The  case  last  stated  has  been  followed  by  others  too 
namerous  to  mention ;  some  few  of  which  are  cited  in  the  note 
{a).  Where  the  copyholds  have  been  surrendered,  questions 
ha?e  frequently  arisen  as  to  what  general  words  were  sufGlcientto 
include  them  (&);  but  where  copyholds  have  been  expressly  men- 
tioned, there  of  course  the  intention  to  pass  them  was  apparent, 
and  in  such  cases  the  want  of  surrender  has  been  supplied  in 
favour  of  certain  favoured  classes,  such  as  creditors,  wife,  and 
children,  (c)  In  other  instances  the  copyholds  were  mentioned 
by  the  testator  as  having  been  surrendered  to  the  use  of  his  will, 
these  words  have  in  some  cases  been  held  to  be  restrictive,  so 
that  copyholds  not  surrendered  would  not  pass  (d),  in  others,  the 
words  were  considered  as  a  mistaken  description  and  not 
restrictive,  (e) 

146.  Bat  by  the  statute  65  Geo.  3.  c.  192.  the  formality  of 
surrendering  copyholds  to  the  use  of  the  will  is  dispensed  with, 
and  it  has  been  decided  in  a  recent  case  that  copyholds  will  now 
pass  under  a  general  devise  of  real  estate,  although  there  has 
been  no  surrender  to  the  use  of  the  will. 

147.  Thus  where  a  testator  being  seised  of  freehold  and  copy-  Doev.Ludiam, 
hold  estates,  the  latter  not  having  been  surrendered  to  the  use  of  ^  ^^^' 

his  will,  by  a  will  attested  by  two  witnesses  only,  devised  all  his 
real  and  personal  estates  and  effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever 
to  J.  C,  whom  he  appointed  executor,  the  Court  of  C.  B.  held 
that  the  copyhold  passed.] 

148.  Where  a  testator  had  freehold,  customary,  and  copyhold  Boev.  Vemoo, 
estates,  and  devised  two  rent-charges  out  of  all  his  real  estate,  ' 

and  also  two  copyholds  in  Middlesex  for  lives,  and  subject  there- 

(a)  [Liodopp  v.  Eboiall,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  188.  Chapman  v.  Hart,  1  Vei.  g.  271^. 
Bjas  V.  Byas,  2  lb.  166.  Jadd  v.  Pratt,  13  Ves.  168.  15  lb.  390.  Church  v. 
Mandy,  lb.  396.    Sampion  v.  Sampton,  2  V.  &  B.  337.] 

(h)  [Doe  V.  Tofield,  11  East,  246.  Doe  v.  Lainchbaiy,  lb.  290.  NichoUs  o.  Bat- 
cher, 18  Vea.  193.    Walker  o.  Shore,  19  lb.  387.  391.    Noel  v.  Hoy,  5  Mad.  38.] 

(c)  [Blunt «.  Clitherow,  10  Yea.  589.  and  see  2  Ves.  &  B.  339.  and  the  cases  first 
ibofe  cited  (a).] 

(d)  [Gaacmgne  v.  Barker,  3  Alk.  8.    Wilson  v.  Mount  3  Ves.  191.] 

(0  [Banka  «.  Denshire,  1  Ves.  s.  63.  S.  C.  3  Atk.  585.  Rumbold  «.  Rumbold, 
3  Ves.  65.] 
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to,  devised  all  his  freehold  manors,  lands,  8cc.  in  Yorkshire ;  it 
was  held  that  certain  customary  estates  which  the  devisor  had, 
together  with  freehold  property  in  Yorkshire,  did  not  pass  by 
these  words ;  for  as  the  lands  were  holden  by  copy  of  court-rolli 
and  passed  by  surrender  and  admittance,  and  were  generally 
reputed  and  called  copyholds ;  and  the  testator  having  distin- 
guished in  other  parts  of  his  will  between  copyhold  and  free- 
hold, he  must  be  presumed  to  have  used  the  freehold  in  its  u^ual 
and  popular  signification,  as  not  including  these  customary 
estates,  considered  by  himself  as  copyholds. 
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CHAP.  XL 


Comtruclion — What  Words  create  an  Estate  in  Fee  Simple. 


Sect.  ti.  W^rda  thmving  «»  intention 
to  gwe  the  whole  Interest, 

IS,  Words  qf  rrferenee. 

20.  Effect  of  an  Introductory 
Clause. 

25.  The  Ward  Estate. 

99.  TeHamentary  Estate. 

41.  AU  my  Real  Property. 

ii.  Right,  ntU,  and  Interest. 

48.  AU  the  Rest  and  Residue  of 
way  Estate. 

65.  Whetteveretsslkmenstdis-. 
posed  qf. 

57.  Remainder  and  Reversion. 


SiscT.  00.  Devise  on  condition  qf  pay- 

m 

ing  a  sum  qf  Money 
65.  Or  charged  with  Debts  and 

Legacies. 
72    Or  with  a  perpetual  annual 

Payment. 
76   Or  for  the  We  sf  a  Third 

Person. 
84.  A  Devise  with  a  Limitation 

over. 
88.  Devise  to  TruMtees  for  pur- 

pooes  rsquirimg  a  Fee. 
92.  Whalt  Words  pass  the  whole 

Interest  tm  a  Chattel. 


Section  I. 

With  respect  to  the  words  that  are  necesBary  to  deoote  the 
tttUire  of  the  estate  or  interest  inteoded  to  be  giren  by  the  tes- 
tator to  the  devieee,  the  Courts,  both  of  law  aad  equity,  in  con- 
formity to  the  general  rules  of  construction  already  stated,  do 
not  require  in  a  devise  those  legal  and  technical  words  which,  in 
a  deed,  are  deemed  absolutely  necessary  to  the  creation  of  parti- 
cular estates ;  but  will  carry  the  intention  of  the  testator  into 
effect,  if  sufliciently  declared,  however  defective  the  language 
may  be. 

2.  Upon  this  priDcifde  it  has  been  long  established  that  the  WonU  showing 
wand  heirs  need  not  be  used  in  a  will  to  create  an  estate  in  fee  ^ve "the^whole 
simple;  but  that  any  other  words,  sufficiently  showing  the  in-  V^p*^ 
tentioD  of  a  testator  to  give  the  whole  of  his  interest  in  the 

lands  to  Uie  devisee,  will  have  the  same  effect. 

3.  Thus  it  was  resolved,  so  early  as  in  the  reign  of  King  Bro.  Ab. 
Edv.  HL,  that  a  devise  to  a  man,  in  perpetuum,  gave  him  an  !>«▼««.  pi.  33. 
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1  Inst.  9.  b. 
1  Rep.  85.  b. 


1  InsU  9.  b. 


Id. 


Id. 


Broa  Ab« 
Deviie,  pi.  39. 

Moor,  67. 


WidUkeo. 
Harding, 
Hob.  2.  S.  C. 
Moore,  837. 
Godb.  207. 


Green  o. 
Annsteed, 
Hob.  65. 


Timewell  v. 
Perkins, 
2  Atk.  102. 


Loveacrei  v. 
Blight, 
Cowp.  352. 

Goodrigfat  v. 

Barron, 

ll£aM,220. 
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estate  in  fee.    It  is  the  same  where  the  devise  is  to  a  person  in 
*  fee  simple.    So  of  a  devise  to  a  man  and  his  saccessors,  that 
word  being  deemed  equivalent  to  heirs,  for  hares  succedit  patri. 

4.  It  is  said  by  Pericins,  section  557.  that  if  lands  be  devised 
to  J.  S.  to  hold  to  him  and  his  assigns,  he  will  take  an  estate  in 
fee  simple ;  bat  this  is  denied  by  Lord  Coke,  who  says,  if  a  de- 
vise be  to  a  man  and  his  assigns,  without  saying  for  ever,  the 
devisee  has  but  an  estate  for  life. 

5.  Lord  Coke  also  says,  a  devise  to  A.,  ei  sanguini  suo,  passes 
a  fee,  for  the  blood  runs  through  the  collateral,  as  well  as  the 
lineal  line ;  but  a  devise  to  a  man,  et  semini  suo,  only  gives  him 
an  estate  tail. 

6.  The  same  author  says,  a  devise  to  a  person  to  give  and 
sell,  passes  an  estate  in  fee  simple ;  and  this  doctrine  has  been 
confirmed  by  several  determinations.  Thus  where  a  person  de- 
vised lands  to  A.  to  give,  sell,  and  do  therewith  at  his  will  and 
pleasure,  it  was  held  that  the  devisee  took  an  estate  in  fee 
simple.  And  in  another  case,  where  a  man  devised  lands  to  his 
wife,  to  dispose  and  employ  them  on  her  and  his  son,  at  her  will 
and  pleasure,  it  was  held  that  she  took  an  estate  in  fee. 

7.  Where  a  person  seised  of  a  house  and  lands,  leased  them 
for  ninety-nine  years,  and  then  made  his  will,  by  which  he  de- 
vised to  B.  his  house  and  all  his  lands  for  ninety-nine  years, 
and  then  added  these  words, — **  The  said  B.  to  have  all  my  in- 
heritance, if  the  law  will  allow,''  it  was  held  that  B.  took  a  fee. 

8.  Where  A.,  seised  of  lands  in  W.,  devised  them  to  his  son 
B.  for  his  life,  and  then  to  remain  toC,  the  son  of  B.,  except  B. 
purchased  another  house,  with  so  much  land  as  in  W.  for  C. 
and  then  B.  should  sell  the  lands  in  W.  as  his  own.  It  was 
held  that  C.  took  a  fee  in  the  lands  in  W.,  as  B.  did  not  make 
any  purchase  of  any  other  lands ;  for  the  word  purchase  import- 
ed, in  common  parlance,  an  absolute  purchase  in  fee. 

9.  A  person  devised  in  these  words :  *^  I  give  my  house  in 
Broad-street  to  M.T.  for  her  own  use,  to  give  away  at  her  death 
to  whom  she  pleases.''  Lord  Hardwicke  held  that  an  estate  in 
fee  passed. 

10.  The  words  "  freely  to  be  enjoyed,"  have  been  held  to 
pass  an  estate  in  fee ;  as  where,  after  an  introductory  clause, 
showing  an  intention  to  dispose  of  his  whole  estate,  a  person 
gave  to  his  sons,  T.  M.  and  R.  M.  all  his  lands  and  tenemoits. 
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freely  to  be  enjoyed  and  possessed  alike ;  it  was  held  that  a  fee 
passed.  But  in  a  modem  case,  these  words  were  not  allowed  to 
have  so  extensive  an  effect.(a) 

11.  In  another  modem  case  it  was  held  that  a  devise  to  the  Doe  v.  Roper, 
testator's  wife  of  all  his  property^  both  personal  and  real,  for  ' 
ever,  passed  the  fee  in  the  real  estate:  and  that  the  devisor's 

intent  to  use  those  words  in  a  more  restricted  sense,  was  not 
shown  by  a  subsequent  clause  of  the  will,  whereby  he  gave  an 
additional  annuity,  after  th^  decease  of  his  wife,  to  a  person  to 
whom  he  had  before  given  a  smaller  annuity,  preceding  the  de- 
vise to  the  wife. 

12.  A  person  devised  to  Agnes  Pearson,  who  was  his  heir  at  Goodtitle  v. 
law,  for  and  during  her  life,  to  be  enjoyed  by  her  without  moles-  2  Wikle. 
tation^  and  after  her  death  to  her  lawful  issue,  and  if  she  should 

have  no  issue,  that  she  should  have  power  to  dispose  thereof 

at  her  will  and  pleasure.    The  Court  was  of  opinion  that  Agnes 

took  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  as  the  contingent  remainder  to  the 

issue  never  vested ;  for  the  testator,  by  giving  her  power  to  dis-  VideTomlinsoD 

pose  thereof  at  her  will  and  pleasure,  in  case  she  had  no  issue,  i^ra,  c.  13*. 

had  given  her  a  fee  simple. 

13.  A  devise  for  the  benefit  of  children,  during  their  mino- 
rity, without  any  further  disposition,  has  been  held  in  some  cases 
to  give  such  children  an  estate  in  fee  simple. 

14.  A  person  devised  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  es-  Newland  v.     ^ 
tate  to  trustees,  their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  in  2P.Wms.i94. 
trust  to  pay  and  apply  the  produce  and  interest  thereof  for  the 
maintenance  and  benefit  of  such  of  his  grandchildren  by  his  only 

daughter  N.  as  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  until 
his  said  grandchildren  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  or  be  married ;  and  made  no  further  disposition  of  bis 

(a)  {The  case  of  Loveacies  v.  Blight  is  difttxngaisbable  from  that  of  Goodzight  v.  Bar- 
roa,  lefefred  to  by  oar  author.  In  the  former,  the  testator  bj  his  will  charged  the  estate 
in  question  with  an  annuity  to  his  wife  for  her  life,  and  with  as  much  woodcroft  there- 
out as  she  might  have  need  of ;  so  that  freely  to  be  enjoyed  and  possessed  could  not,  as 
Lord  Mansfield  observed,  mean  free  from  incumbrances,  but  must  mean  free  finom  all  li- 
mitationa ;  that  is,  the  absolute  pioperty  in  the  estate.  In  Goodright  v.  Barron  there  was 
DO  charge  npoo  the  estate ;  and  the  expression  "  freely  to  be  possessed  and  enjoyed," 
being  ambiguous  might  mean  free  from  incumbrances ;  and,  therefore,  they  were  held 
not  to  famish  a  sufiScient  indication  of  intention  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  general  rule 
of  cottstmctioD,  established  by  Denn  «.  Gaskin,  and  other  cases,  cited  in  a  subsequent 
chapter.    See  also  Oates  v.  Brydon,  3  Burr.  1895,  as  to  the  general  rule.]  clu  13. 

VOL.  VI.  P 
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eBtate,  but  only  directed  that  if  all  his  trustees  should  die, 
his  son-in-law  N.,  the  husband  of  bis  daughter,  should  be  a 
trustee. 

Lord  Macclesfield  said,  the  intention  was  most  plain,  that  the 
grandchildren  should  have  the  surplus  both  of  the  real  and  per- 
sonal estate,  after  the  age  of  twenty-one,  for  it  could  not  be  ima- 
gined that  the  testator  should  show  a  concern  for  his  grand- 
children, when  they  did  not  want  it»  and  leave  off  that  care  at 
the  only  time  when  they  could  be  supposed  to  stand  in  need  of 
it,  namely,  when  they  came  of  age,  and  were  marriageable.  Be* 
sides,  it  was  plain  the  testator  gave  all  from  the  heir  at  law,  by 
vesting  the  whole  estate  in  fee,  as  well  as  the  legal  property  of  the 
personal  estate,  in  trustees ;  which  would  not  have  been  done 
bad  any  thing  been  intended  to  remain  to  tlie  daughter  and 
heir ;  not  only  the  interest  but  the  produce  of  the  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  was  to  be  applieJby  such  trustees ;  and  to  hdp  this 
plain  intention  of  the  testator,  the  word  produce  should  be  taken 
in  the  larger  sense,  and  then  it  would  signify  whatever  the  estate 
would  yield,  by  sale  or  otherwise ;  and  this  case  was  the  stronger, 
in  regard  the  son-in-law  was  to  be  a  trustee,  in  case  the  other 
trustees  should  all  die ;  but  it  could  not  be  intended  that  the 
son-in-law  should  be  a  trustee  for  himself,  or  for  what  himself 
would  be  entitled  to,  should  it  come  to  his  wife. 
3  Atk.  316.  It  is  reported  in  Atkyns  that  Lord  Hardwicke  said,  he  could 

see  no  reason  to  approve  of  this  case.     It  has,  however,  been 
admitted  as  an  authority  in  the  following  one. 
Peat  V.  Powell,       15.  G.  P.  devised  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  his 
1  Eden,  479.      ^^  ^^^  personal  estate  to  two  trustees,  in  trust  for  his  younger  son 
'"23'  ^^'  ^^'     ^**  ^'^  ^^  attained  twenty-one,  and  then  the  trust  was  to  cease. 

Lord  Henley*  after  taking  time  for  consideration,  delivered  his 
opinion,  that  6.  was  intended  to  have  the  whole  beneficial  inte- 
rest in  the  residue  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  ;  and  that  the 
Doe  v.  Roper,    trust  was  to  continue  only  durinir  his  minority.    That  it  was  the 

11  East.  618.  ...  ,      t       •  1       T     .        , 

Doe  V.Clayton,  same  as  if  the  testator  had  said, — 1  give  the  estate  to  trustees,  in 
8  East,  141.      ifxist  for  G.  till  he  attain  twenty-one,  and  then  to  G.  and  his 

heirs.    That  Shephard  v.  Newland  was  a  much  stronger  case. 
16.  A  devise  to  trustees  in  fee,  in  trust  for  A.  B.  without  any 

words  of  limitation,  has  been  held  to  pass  the  whole  beneficial 

interest,  or  fee  simple,  to  A.  B. 
sh^^^"i?'  ^'         ^^'  Upon  a  case  sent  out  of  Chancery  for  the  opinion  of  the 

8T€rmR.697. 
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Court  of  K.  B.  the  fiicts  were :  A  person  had  devised  to  trustees 
and  their  heirs  a  certain  estate^  in  trust  for  Joan  the  wife  of  John 
Pippet  and  James  her  son ;  one  moiety  of  the  profits  to  be  applied 
by  the  trustees  to  the  separate  use  of  the  said  Joan^  and  the 
other  moiety  to  be  laid  up,  or  otherwise  improved^  till  the  said 
James  should  arrive  at  his  age  of  twenty-one  years.  And  his 
will  was,  that  if  the  said  Joan  should  die  during  the  minority  of 
the  said  James,  the  trustees  should  lay  up  the  increase  and  pro- 
fits of  the  mother's  moiety,  for  the  benefit  of  her  son  ;  and  after 
the  decease  of  the  said  Joan,  should  permit  and  suffer  the  said 
Jamea  to  enter  upon  and  enjoy  the  whole,  as  soon  as  he  attained 
the  age  of  twenty^^me 'years. 

It  was  insisted  that  James  took  only  an  estate  for  life,  because 
no  words  of  inheritance  were  added  to  the  devise  to  him.  That 
the  argument  drawn  from  the  cases  in  Peere  Williams  and 
Ambler,  that  the  beneficial  interest  which  the  devisee  took  was 
co-extenaive  with  the  legal  interest  devised  to  the  trustees,  was 
untenable,  because  it  tended  to  show  that  in  all  cases  where  an 
estate  was  given  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  in  trust,  the  cestui 
que  irtut  must  take  a  fiee.  But  the  estate  of  the  cestui  que  trust 
was  not  to  be  measured  by  the  estate  devised  to  the  trustees,  and 
a  contrary  doctrine  had  at  all  times  prevailed,  namely,  that  the 
heir  at  law  takes  whatever  is  not  expressly  devised  away  from 
him. 

It  was  said  in  reply,  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  contend  that 
the  heir  at  law  would  take  whatever  was  not  devised  away  from 
him,  because  here  the  fee  was  expressly  given  to  the  trustees ; 
and  by  that  devise  the  testator  had  manifested  his  intention  that 
the  heir  at  law  should  not  take.  Then  if  the  estate  did  not  de- 
scend to  the  heir  at  law,  the  question  was,  to  whom  it  was  de- 
vised. And  the  two  cases  cited  from  Peere  Williams  and  Ambler 
showed  that  the  law  had  already  put  a  construction  on  a  will 
framed  like  the  present,  and  had  said  that  the  cestui  que  trust 
should  take  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  whole  that  was  devised  to 
the  trustees. 

The  Court  gave  no  opinion  when  the  case  was  argued,  but 
certified  that  John  Pippet  took  a  beneficial  interest  in  fee. 

18.  The  quantity  of  estate  intended  to  be  given  by  a  devise  Words  of  re- 
may  be  described  either  by  express  words,  or  by  reference  to 
another  devise  in  the  same  will,  or  in  any  other  instrument.     If  I 

p2  y 
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Perk.  s.  561. 
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1  Roll.  Rep. 

369. 

3  BuUt.  127. 

[8  T.  R.  697.] 
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clause. 
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therefore  a  testator  devises  Blackacre  to  A.  and  bis  heirs,  and 
Whiteacre  to  B.,  to  hold  in  the  same  manner  as  A.  holds  Black- 
acre,  B.  will  take  an  estate  in  fee  simple  in  Whiteacre. 

19.  A  person  made  his  will  in  these  words :  **  I  devise  to  my 
eldest  son  and  his  heirs  Blackacre  for  his  part.  Itemt  I  devise 
to  my  second  son  Whiteacre  for  his  part."  Adjudged,  that  the 
second  son  took  a  fee ;  because  the  words  had  a  reference  to  the 
part  of  the  eldest  son. 

20.  Where  the  introductory  clause  prefixed  to  a  devise,  shows 
that  the  testator  intended  to  depart  with  his  whole  interest,  the 
subsequent  words  will,  if  possible,  be  construed  so  as  to  pass  an 
estate  in  fee,  and  to  prevent  an  intestacy  as  to  any  part  of  the 
testator's  property. 

21.  A  cestui  que  trust  in  fee  of  a  copyhold  estate,  made  his 
will  in  these  words :  **  All  the  estate  I  have  I  intend  to  settle  in 
this  manner,  viz.  my  estate .  at  Kirby  Hall  I  give  to  my  dear 
brother,  and  after  his  decease  my  desire  is  that  it  should  be  dis- 
posed of  to  Mr.  W.  Tuffnell." 

Lord  Hardwicke. — '^  I  think  the  inheritance  passes.  All  cases 
of  this  nature  depend  on  the  circumstances  attending  them ;  and 
in  my  opinion  the  introductory  clause  of  this  will  is  decisive. 
He  mentioned  his  intent  to  settle  his  estate,  from  whence  it  is 
plain  that  he  proposed  making  an  absolute  disposition  of  the 
premises ;  which  could  not  be,  were  the  devisee  to  have  but  an 
estate  for  life." 

22.  A  testator  began  his  will  in  these  words ;  **  As  touching 
my  worldly  estate,  wherewith  it  has  pleased  God  to  bless  me,  I 
give,  devise,  and  dispose  of  the  same  in  the  following  manner." 
He  then  gave  to  his  mother  all  his  estate  at  N.  with  all  his  goods 
and  chattels,  as  they  then  stood,  for  her  natural  life;  and  to  his 
nephew  T.  D.  after  her  death,  if  he  would  but  change  his  name : 
if  he  did  not,  then  he  gave  him  only  20/.  a  year,  to  be  paid  to 
him  for  his  life,  out  of  N.  close  and  the  farm  held  at  R.  which 
he  gave  her,  upon  his  nephew's  refusing  to  change  his  name,  and 
to  her  and  her  heirs  for  ever. 

It  was  decreed  by  Lord  Talbot  that  the  nephew  took  an  estate 
in  fee,  for  the  intent  plainly  appeared  to  pass  the  inheritance^ 
The  determination  however  in  this  case  was  not  founded  entirely 
on  the  force  of  the  introductory  clause. 

23.  [In  the  recent  case  of  Wilce  v.  Wilce,  tlie  introductory 
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words  expressing  an  intention  to  dispose  of  all  the  testator's 
worldly  property,  coupled  with  a  residuary  disposition  of  all  the 
rest  of  the  testator's  worldly  goods,  &c.,  "  and  every  thing  else 
he  died  possessed  of,"  to  his  son  George,  were  held  to  give  him 
the  fee  in  lands  of  the  testator  not  specifically  devised.] 

24.  In  some  modern  cases  the  courts  have  refused,  in  the  con-  Frogmorion  v. 
slniction  of  a  will,  to  connect  the  introductory  clause  with  that  infra,  ch.  13. 
which  contained  the  devise.  ^^^ 

25.  As  the  word  ^'  estate*'  signifies  the  entire  interest  which  the  The  word 
tenant  has  in  a  real  hereditament,  it  follows  that  where  a  man  xh.'i'.  s.  8. 
grants  all  his  estate  in  Dale  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  every  thing  i^J«t-346.  a. 
which  he  can  grant  will  pass  thereby ;  and  it  has  long  been  es-  Kandall  v. 
tablished,  by  analogy  from  this  principle,  that  in  a  will,  the  e^aunt.  4io. 
words  all  my  estate,  pass  a  fee  simple.  L®  Ve8.604.] 

26.  A  person  devised  to  his  wife  his  whole  estate,  paying  debts  johoson  v. 
and  legacies.    Adjudged,  that  the  wife  took  a  fee  by  the  force  fRSi!Ab.834. 
of  the  words,  my  whole  estate ;  for  they  extended  to  his  land, 
according  to  the  common  parlance,  and  also  to  all  his  estate  in 

the  land. 

27.  A  person  havine:  copyhold  estates  which  he  had  surren-  Lane  v. 

^  Hawkins, 

dered  to  the  use  of  his  will,  devised  in  these  words, — *'  All  other  2  Show.  328. 
my  estate,  of  what  nature  soever,  I  give  to  my  wife  Joan,  whom 
I  make  my  executrix,  to  pay  my  debts  and  legacies  therewith." 
Resolved,  that  the  inheritance  passed. 

28.  In  a  case  which  has  been  already  stated,  it  was  held  that  Bridgewater  v. 
the  words,  ''all  other  my  estate,  real  and  personal,"  passed 

certain  rents  of  which  he  was  seised,  and  all  his  estate  therein ; 
for  all  his  estate  was  a  description  of  his  fee. 

29*  A  person  devised  all  her  land  and  estate  in  Upper  Catesby,  Barry  v. 
with  all  their  appurtenances,  to  W.  E.     It  was  objected,  that  2P.  \Vnu.'523. 
only  an  estate  for  life  passed  in  these  lands ;  for  where  a  man 
devises  his  land  and  estate  in  such  a  place,  it  describes  only  the 
thing,  and  not  the  interest  in  it ;  and  the  words  in  Upper  Catesby 

(«)  Doe  V.  Buckner,  6  Term  Rep.  610.  3  Ves.  &c  B.  16U.  164.  [In  addition 
to  tlie  authorities  cited  by  the  author,  the  following  may  be  added  in  which  the 
word  Mteic  used  in  the  introductory  clause  in  the  will,  accompanied  with  the  usual 
eipfettioo  of  intention  to  dispose  of  the  testator's  worldly  estate  was  held  of  itself 
not  nffideot  to  enlarge  the  subsequent  devises  in  the  will  to  a  fee.  Loveacres  v. 
Blight,  Cowp.  352-4.  Denn  v.  Gaskin,  ib.  657.  Wright  o.  Russell,  cited  ib.  661.  Doe 
r.  Allen,  8  T.  R.  497.  503.  Goodright  i'.  Barron,  11  East,  220.  Doer.  Ravell, 
3  Crom.  &  Jer.  617.    Doe  v.  Gwillim,  5  Bar.  &  Adol.  122.] 
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did  nothing  but  point  out  the  locality  of  the  thing ;  and  lands 
and  estate  in  this  case  were  synonymous. 

Sir  J.  Jekyll  said,  the  case  of  Bridgewater  v.  Bolton  seined 
to  have  settled  the  law  in  this  point,  it  being  a  resdution  given 
on  great  consideration,  in  which  Lord  Cowper,  when  of  oounad, 
discouraged  a  writ  of  error  in  parliament.  And  Lord  Holt|  who 
pronounced  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  laid  it  down  as  a  rule, 
that  a  devise  of  all  one's  real  estate,  comprehended  not  only  the 
thing,  but  also  the  interest  in  it  The  word  estate  naturally 
signified  the  interest  rather  than  the  subject,  and  its  primary 
signification  referred  thereto  :  and  though  the  devise  was  of  all 
her  land  and  estate  in  Upper  Catesby,  this  was  not  restrictive 
with  respect  to  the  estate  intended  to  pass  by  the  will ;  but  only 
as  to  the  land,  as  if  the  testatrix  had  land  in  another  parish ; 
suppose  for  instance  in  Lower  Catesby,  those  lands  in  Lower 
Catesby  could  not  have  passed  by  the  will ;  and  as  the  word 
estate  has  been  agreed  and  settled  to  convey  a  fee  ,in  a  will,  it 
would  be  dangerous  to  refine  upon  it,  for  then  none  could  give 
any  opinion  thereupon ;  and  these  words  or  the  like  were  fre- 
quently made  use  of  in  wills :  besides,  the  word  estate^  if  it  did  not 
pass  a  fee  in  the  present  case,  would  be  quite  void,  since  the 
devise  of  the  lands  did  before  of  itself  pass  an  estate  for  life ; 
and  no  word  in  a  will  should  be  rejected,  that  could  have  any 
construction. 
Bailii  V.  Qale,  30.  A  person  devised  in  the  following  words :  ^*  I  giye  onto 
2  Ves.  48.         nay  wife,  for  so  long  as  she  shall  live,  all  that  estate  I  bought  of 

Mr.  Mead,  with  its  appurtenances.  Item,  I  give  to  my  son 
Josiah  Gale,  part  of  that  estate  called  Southfield,  to  him  and  his 
heirs  for  ever.  Item,  I  give  to  my  son  Isaac  Gale,  the  other 
part  of  that  estate,  to  him  and  his  heirs  for  ever ;  but  if  either 
of  them  shall  die  without  issue,  the  survivor  shall  take  the 
whole.  Item,  I  give  to  my  son  Charles,  all  that  estate  I  bought 
of  Mr.  Mead,  after  the  death  of  my  wife.''  The  question  was, 
what  interest  Charles  took  in  Mead's  estate. 

Lord  Hardwicke. — **  The  first  point  is,  whether  an  estate  for 
life  or  in  fee  passed  by  the  devise  of  that  estate  which  he 
bought  of  Mead  ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  extends  as  weU 
to  a  gift  of  the  thing  itself,  as  of  his  whole  interest  in  it.  So 
have  been  all  the  latter  determinations,  upon  the  reason  that  men 
arc  inopes  consilii  when  making  their  wills,  which  was  the  case 
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bere ;  for  this  will,  if  not  made  by  the  testator  himselfi  was 
certainly  made  by  some  very  unskilful  person.     However  his 
intention   appears  to  dispose  of  his  whole  estate  among  his 
children.     In  all  the  modern  cases  where  the  word  estate  is  used, 
it  has  been  held  to  pass  a  fee,  unless  there  be  some  words  used 
to  restrain  that  generality ;  for  estate  is  genus  generaUssimum,  as 
held  by  Lord  Ch.  J,  Holt  in  the  case  of  Bridgewater  v.  Bolton. 
It  was  objected  that  there  should  have  been  the  word  my,  but 
the  want  of  it  makes  no  difference,  for  the  words,  all  the  estate  I 
bought  of  Mead,  are  fully  sufficient  to  carry  as  well  the  whole 
interest,  as  the  thing  itself.     It  was  next  objected,  that  where 
the  testator  gives  but  a  life-estate  to  his  wife,  he  has  used  the 
very  same  words ;  but  no  argument  can  thence  be  drawn,  that 
where  he  has  not  expressly  given  an  estate  for  life,  he  did  not 
mean  to  give  a  fee,  but  it  rather  turns  the  other  way.    He  appre* 
headed  those  words  might  give  a  fee,  and  has  therefore  restrained 
them,  in  his  wife's  case,  to  an  estate  for  life;  but  adds  no  re- 
straint where  he  meant  to  give  them  their  full  scope.     But  what 
weighs  most  in  all  those  cases  is,  that  the  testator  is  making  a 
division  of  his  whole  substance  amongst  his  children,  and  as  I 
said  before  presumed  to  heinopseonsiliifWad  his  intent  therefore 
shall  be  carried  into  execution.     This  case  is  stronger  than  that 
oflbbetson  t;.  Beckwith,  whence  arises  another  answer  to  the  Ante,  s.  22. 
otijection  of  his  having  used  the  word  estate,  as  well  where  he 
makes  a  devise  to  his  wife  for  life  only,  as  in  that  in  question ; 
and  shall  therefore  not  be  presumed  to  intend  different  interests, 
viz.  the  incorrectness  of  the  will.    This  was  given  as  an  answer  Price  v.  Gibson, 
by  Lord  Talbot,  and  is  equally  so  upon  this  will,  which  is  also  a  ' 

▼ery  incorrect  one." 

31.  A  person  being  seised  in  fee  of  a  house  and  land  at  Bray-  Holdfast v.Mar- 

•  «.,  o-rkii*ii^  •!_  3     ten,  1  Term  R. 

Wick,  m  the  county  of  Berks,  devised  the  same  in  the  words  411.  [Roe  v. 
Wlowing : — **  I  give  and  bequeath  to  Mrs.  Marten  my  estate  at  2595 Doe©."*' 
Braywick,  Berks."    It  was  contended  that  these  words  did  not  pijy)°E:?^'***» 

•^  '  141.]  Chichcs- 

pass  a  fee,  for  want  of  the  word  all;  but  the  Court  held  that  the  ter  v.  Oxendon, 
devisee  took  an  estate  in  fee.  (a)  Choriionr.Tay- 

32.  [The  circumstance  of  the  word  estate  being  used  in  other  J^ojj3Ves.&B. 
parts  (^  the  will,  in  giving  an  estate  for  life  merely,  will  not  re- 
strain its  effect  in  other  devises.    Thus  in  the  recent  case  of 

(a)  [See  also  Harding  v,  Gardner,  1  Br.  &  Bing.  72.  3  Moore,  365.  which  case 
seems  to  hare  overmled  PeUiward  v.  Prescott,  7  Ves.  541.] 
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3  Ru8s.  145. 
See  also  Ran- 
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Wilkinson  v.  Chapman,  the  testator  gave  all  his  real  estate,  lands, 
and  hereditaments  in  P.  to  his  daughter,  her  heirs  and  asaigns, 
and  if  she  should  die  under  twenty*one,  he  gave  his  said  estate, 
lands,  and  hereditaments,  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her 
decease  he  gave  the  said  estate,  lands,  and  hereditaments  unto 
the  children  of  S.  H.,  to  be  equally  divided  amongst  them  as 
tenants  in  common.  Lord  Gifibrd,  M.  R.  decided  that  the 
children  of  S.  H.  took  the  fee. 

33.  Similar  to  the  above  is  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  C.  B. 
in  the  later  case  of  Gall  v.  Esdaile,  overruling  the  decision  of 
Sir  John  Leach,  M.  R.  In  that  case,  the  devise  was  ''  As  to  the 
rest  of  my  estate,  the  two  houses,  one  in  St.  John's  Lane  and 
the  other  in  Fogwell  Court,  in  Charter-house  Lane ;  I  give  to  my 
wife  Mary  Mayer  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  that  in  St.  John's 
Lane,  to  my  daughter  M.  M.,  the  other  between  my  sons  John 
and  Joseph,  to  be  equally  divided;  it  was  decided  that  the 
daughter  took  the  fee  in  the  house  in  St.  John's  Lane." 

34.  These  two  cases  last  stated  and  the  authorities  referred  to 
in  the  margin  are  distinguishable  from  Roe  t;.  Blackett,  it  is 
presumed  from  the  circumstance,  that  in  the  latter  the  word 
estate  was  expressly  omitted  in  the  devise  over. 

36.  In  that  case  the  testator  devised  to  his  wife  all  freehold 
and  leasehold  houses,  lands,  and  tenements,  and  all  his  estate 
and  interest  therein  for  life,  and  after  her  decease,  he  devised  his 
said  messuages,  hotues,  lands,  and  tenements,  to  A.  B.  and  C,  as 
tenants  in  common ;  it  was  decided  that  the  latter  took  only 
estates  for  life. 

36.  In  some  measure  resembling  the  above  is  the  recent  case 
of  Doe  v.  Tucker,  where  the  testator  gave  and  bequeathed  his 
freehold  estate  called  P.,  to  his  wife  for  life,  after  her  death,  all 
the  above  bequeathed  lands,  goods,  and  chattels,  to  his  sons 
Richard,  Thomas,  and  Robert,  share  and  share  alike ;  the  Court 
of  K.  B.  held  the  sons  took  only  life  estates. 

37.  In  some  instances  the  operation  of  the  word  estate  has 
been  confined  by  the  context. 

38.  Thus  where  the  testator  gave  all  his  estates  in  H.  F.  and 
M.  to  his  nephew  G.  E.,  and  other  estates  to  other  nephews,  and 
in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  will  expressed  his  intention  to  prevent 
waste  by  making  his  nephews  tenants  for  life  only.] 
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39.  The  words  ''  testamentary  estate"  will  also  pass  a  fee  Testamentary 
simple,  where  there  is  an  introductory  clause  indicating  an  inten-  smith'i;.  Coflin, 
tion  to  dispose  of  all  the  testator's  property,  [or  contains  a  gift  i)^^^G|i^' 
of  a  nominal  sum  to  the  heir.]  3  Bro.&  Bi.85. 

40.  But  where  the  word  estate  is  used  only  for  the  purpose  Beifieid, 

of  describing  the  local  situation  of  the  lands  devised,  it  will  not  ^  ^™*  ^^'^ 
have  the  effect  of  passing  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  as  will  be  ch.i3.n.38& 
shown  in  a  subsequent  chapter.  ^'  ^  '^^  *' 

41.  It  has  been  decided  in  a  late  case  that  the  words  ''  all  my  All  my  real 
real  property"  will  carry  an  estate  in  fee  simple.  property. 

42.  A  copyholder  devised  his  estate  in  these  words :  **  I  do  Nicholis  v. 
will  and  bequeath  all  my  real  and  personal  property  to  my  le  VeTidS. 

urife, ''  [^  ^so  Doe  ii. 

Roper,  11  East, 

Sir  W.  Grant  said,  that  in  the  absence  of  direct  authorities  518. 
upon  the  subject,  he  thought  the  testator  must  be  considered  to  lands,' i4ibr 
have  intended  to  pass  his  whole  interest,  as  he  did  not  see  how  la^g^ig  u, 
a  man  could  be  said  to  give  all  his  property,  unless  all  his  in-  s^^*  Sharp  v. 

1       -r  ■    •  1         1       •     t  Sharp,  6  Bing. 

terest  m  it  passed.     It  seemed  in  many  cases  that  the  judges  630<j 
had  explained  the  meaning  of  the  word  estate,  by  saying  that  it 
imported  the  absolute  property. 

43.  [The  word  *'  property"  is  of  the  same  import  as  "estate," 
and  although  it  is  suflScient  to  pass  the  fee,  yet  like  the  word  es- 
tate it  may  be  restricted  in  its  operation  by  the  context. 

44.  Thus  in  the  recent  case  of  Doe  v.  Clarke  the  word  pro-  i  Cro.  &  Mee. 

39. 

perty  was  construed  in  a  restricted  sense  in  reference  to  local 
situation  ;  the  testator  in  that  case  after  charging  such  part  of 
his  property  as  might  be  necessary  for  the  payment  of  his  debts, 
gave  to  his  brother  R.  C.  all  that  dwelling-house,  8cc.  with  all 
lands  appertaining  to  the  same  lately  in  the  possession  of  G.  S., 
of  W.,  or  his  mortgagee,  the  said  property  lying  and  being  in 
the  township  of  W. ;  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held  that  R.  C. 
took  only  a  life  estate  in  the  premises  in  W.] 
46.  A  devise  of  all  a  person's  "  right,  title,  and  interest "  in  a  Rieht,  title, 

t  -fi  Ax*i»        •       i''a  •m  interaat. 

house  will  pass  an  estate  m  fee  simple  in  it. 

46.  Thus  where  a  woman,  being  tenant  for  life  of  a  house,  Colev.RawUn- 
with  the  remainder  in  tail  to  her  son,  and  the  reversion  in  fee  in  p^^j^  ^ /^^ 
herself,  devised  all  her  right,  title,  and  interest  in  the  house  to 
her  son.    It  was  held  by  the  Court  of  K.  B.  contrary  to  the  i  Salk.  234. 
ofHnion  of  Holt,  that  the  son  took  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  which  «.  skarp,  ubi 

sup.] 
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was  affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords.  The  decision  was  however 
founded  on  the  circumstance  that  the  son  having  already  an  es- 
tate tail  in  the  house,  if  he  took  no  more  by  the  will  than  an 
estate  for  life,  he  had  really  nothing  given.  But  in  a  modem 
case  the  words,  all  his  *•  part,  share  and  interest,"  were  held  to 
pass  a  fee.  (a) 
Aadrew  «.  47.  A  person  devised  all  his  part,  share,  and  interest  of  and  in 

5  Term  r'.292.  the  estates  of  T.  C  unto  his  sister  for  life ;  and  from  and  after 

her  decease  he  gave  the  same  to  J.  S. 

Lord  Kenyon  held  that  these  words  passed  an  estate  in  fee 
to  J.  S. ;  and  said  there  was  no  doubt  but  that  the  word  interest 
would  pass  a  fee. 
All  tlie  rest  and      48.  The  words,  *'  all*  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  real  and  per- 

residoe  of  my  ^  ■ 

estate.  sonal  estate,"  have  been,  in  most  cases,  deemed  sufficient  to  pass 

an  estate  in  fee  simple.  (6) 
Muna^rv^Wiae^      49.  A.  devised  60/.  to  his  heir  at  law,  and  then  gave  all  the 
264.' 2  Vera,     i^^t  and  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife.     It 
284i]  ^^^"'      ^^^  decreed  that  the  wife  took  an  estate  in  fee  simple  in  the  real 

estate  of  the  testator. 
Tanner V. Wise,      60.  A  will  was  made  thus: — "  As  to  all  my  temporal  estate 

with  which  it  has  pleased  Qod  to  bless  me,  I  dispose  of  the  same 

as  follows."    Then  there  were  several  bequests,  and  then  cane 

Cliffe  0.  these  words :  *'  And  all  the  rest  of  my  estate,  goods,  and  chat- 

2  Ld.  Raym.     tcls  whatsoever,  real  and  personal,  I  give  to  my  beloved  wife." 

[1  Ves.B.  10.1    ^dju^g^9  that  the  words  in  this  will  were  the  same  as  if  the 

testator  had  said,  "  I  devise  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  temporal 
estate ;  which  therefore  passed  a  fee  simple. 
12  Mod.  596.         51.  In  the  case  of  Shaw  v.  Bull,  Lord  Ch.  J.  Trevor  said,— 

"  In  the  construction  of  wills  generally,  the  words,  my  estate, 
the  residue  of  my  estate,  or  the  overplus  of  my  estate,  may  well 
pass  an  inheritance,  where  the  intent  is  apparent  to  pass  it. 
But  such  intent  to  carry  an  inheritance  by  such  words  must  be 
very  apparent,  and  necessary  to  be  drawn  from  the  words  of  the 
will,  and  circumstances  of  the  case ;  for  if  the  words  be  indif- 
ferent to  real  and  personal  estate,  or  may  be  applied  to  personal 

(a)  A  devise  of  "  my  than  of  the  B.  and  otker  estates  at»  &c."  (the  testalria  beiag 
seised  of  an  undivided  6th  of  the  estates  at  B.)  was  held  to  pasa  a  fee.  Paiia  v.  MiUer, 
5  M.  &  S.  408.— IVtftc  to  former  edition.  Also  5  T.  K.  292. 

(6)  [But  may  be  qualified  by  the  wills  context,  see  Doe  v.  Harrell,  S  Bar.  & 
Aid.  18.] 
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alooe,  there  the  heir  at  law  is  not  to  be  disinherited  by  the  iin- 
plication  of  such  wcHrds,  or  by  any  implication  at  all,  but  what  is 
a  Decessary  one." 

52.  A  testator,  taking  notice  of  a  jointure  he  had  made,,  of  Ridout  v. 
ooe  moiety  of  an  estate,  npon  his  wife,  gave  her  the  other  MS^Rep. 
moiety    tar  life,  for   her  better   support   and    maintenance;  3^^*43^ 
and  also  gave  her  a  house  and  parcel  of  land  for  her  life; 
then  he   gave  several  other  estates   to  his}  relations  for  life, 
remainder  in  tail,  remainder  in  fee;  and  then  devised  in  the 
fioUowing  words :  ''  All  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  my 
goods  and  chattels,  and  personal  estate,  tc^ther  with  my  real 
estate  not  herein-before  devised,  bequeathed  or  disposed  of,  I 
give,  devise,  and  bequeath  to  my  wife." 

The  testator  had  an  advowson  and  wharf  which  were  not 
devised  at  all ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  the  fee  of  the 
advowson  and  wharf,  and  the  reversion  of  the  particular  estate 
expressly  given  to  the  wife  for  her  life,  passed  to  her,  by  the  re- 
sidoary  clause. 

Lord  Hardwicke. — *^  The  estates  not  mentioned  in  the  will 
clearly  pass  by  the  residuary  devise,  the  word  estate  importing 
a  fee,  and  therefore  the  fee  of  those  estates  is  well  devised  by 
the  residuary  clause.  As  to  the  parcels  devised  to  the  wife  for 
life,  I  am  also  of  opinion,  that  the  fee  of  the  reversion  passes  by 
the  residuary  clause ;  and  that  the  fee  of  the  estates  particularly 
given  before  by  the  same  will  passes  by  these  words,  appears 
from  Allen,  28.,  2  Vent.  286.,  and  3  Mod.  228.  The  only 
question  then  is>  whether  there  be  any  particular  circumstances 
to  take  this  case  out  of  the  general  rule ;  and  two  things  have 
been  insisted  on,  viz.  the  recital  in  the  devise  of  the  moiety,  that 
the  testator  intended  no  more  than  a  provision  for  life;  but 
plainly  that  was  not  his  intent,  for  he  has  given  his  wife  his 
personal  estate,  not  for  life,  but  absolutely ;  and  it  is  as  clear 
that  the  real  estate  not  particularly  taken  notice  of,  passes  like- 
wise to  her  in  fee.  It  is  therefore  inferring  too  much  from  this 
recital,  that  he  meant  to  give  her  nothing  but  for  hfe,  since  he 
might  as  well  intend  to  give  her  the  absolute  property,  for  her 
better  maintenance.  The  second  thing  insisted  on  is,  that  here 
are  particular  devises  of  some  estates  to  the  wife,  and  that  the 
residuary  devise  being  to  the  same  person*  it  would  be  incon- 
fistent  to  make  the  testator  give  her  the  same  estate,  first  for 
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life,  then  absolately ;  the  general  run  of  authorities  being,  where 
the  devisee  for  life  and  the  residuary  devisee  are  not  the  same, 
but  different  persons.  But  I  think  this  will  not  avail :  it  is  too 
much  to  say,  that  where  a  limited  interest  is  given  in  one  part 
of  the  will,  and  a  general  one  in  another,  that  the  devisee  mast 
be  confined  to  the  particular  interest;  though  I  will  not  say 
how  it  would  be  if  absolute  negative  words  were  used :  as,  for 
life  only.  The  law  supposes  that  a  man  may  vary  his  intent, 
even  while  he  is  writing  his  will,  which  frequently  happens. 
But  there  is  a  particular  argument  furnished  from  this  will,  in 
support  of  this  construction,  for  here  are  remainders  limited 
over  in  fee  of  other  estates  given  by  the  will,  which  shows  that 
where  the  inheritance  was  meant  to  be  absolutely  disposed  of, 
from  the  wife,  it  is  done  so  by  the  will;  and  that  what  the 
testator  intended  to  give  his  heirs,  is  taken  by  way  of  exception 
out  of  the  inheritance." 
Gn^um  V.  63.  A  person  begun  his  will  thus  :  '^  As  to  all  my  temporal 

1  Wiul^R.  333.  cstote  wherewith  it  hath  pleased  Qod  to  bless  me,  I  give  and  de- 
vise the  same  as  follows."  Then  he  gave  several  legacies  to  A.,  and 
directed  him  to  sell  all  or  any  part  of  his  real  and  personal  estate, 
for  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies ;  and  concluded  his 
will  with  this  residuary  devise :  **  As  to  all  the  rest  of  my 
goods  and  chattels,  real  and  personal,  moveable  and  immoveable, 
as  houses,  gardens,  tenements,  my  share  in  the  copperas  works, 
&c.,  I  give  to  the  said  A. ;  without  using  the  word  estate,  or  any 
words  of  limitation,  whatever.  Lord  Hardwicke  doubted  at  first, 
but  was  afterwards  clearly  of  opinion,  as  the  testator  had  a  fee, 
that  A.  took  a  fee. 
Fletcher  v.  ^^*  ^  person  seised  of  shares  in  the  com  market  of  the  city  of 

iTemR  656   ^"^^°9  devised  to  his  nephew  the  income  of  his  shares  in  the 

com  market,  for  his  natural  life :  and  all  the  rest  of  his  estates. 

with  all  monies  in  the  stocks,  8cc.  to  be  divided  into   equal 

shares,  to  Eliz.  Snow  and  four  other  persons,  share  and  share 

alike.    It  was  resolved  that  the  last  clause  comprehended  the 

Honn  V.  reversion  of  the  shares  in  the  corn  market,  and  carried  the  ab- 

c.*^"'  *'*^'    solute  inheritance  in  them  to  Eliz.  Snow  and  the  other  devisees. 

Whatever  else        66.  The  words, ''  whatever  else  I  have  not  disposed  of,"  or  any 

poMTof!^    ^   ^^^^^  words  of  a  similar  import,  will  pass  an  estate  in  fee  simple. 

Honeweiiv.  66.  Thus  where  a  person  devised  his  manor  of  B.  to  A.  and 

1  sJk.  2S9.      bis  h^ii^s  >  ^^^  ^hen  proceeded  thus :  *'  Item,  1  devise  all  my 

Com.  R.164. 
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lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  to  the  said  A.     Item,  I  [See  also  Wilce 
de?ise  all  my  goods  and  chattels,  money  and  debts,  and  what-  sup.  s.  ^.] 
ever  else  I  have  not  before  disposed  of,  to  the  said  A.,  he  paying 
my  debts  and  legacies." 

Lord  Ch.  J.  Trevor  held,  that  under  the  concluding  clause, 
whatever  he  had  not  disposed  of,  an  estate  in  fee  passed. 

57.  The  word  '^remainder"  or  ''reversion,"  after  a  disposition  Remainder  and 
of  a  particular  estate,  will  pass  an  estate  in  fee  simple.  reveiwon. 

58.  A  person  devised  to  his  sister,  and  after  her  decease,  the  Norton  v.  Ladd, 
whole  remainder  of  his  lands  to  his  brother,  if  he  survived  her. 
Adjudged,  that  these  words  could  not  extend  to  the  quantity  of 

the  land,  but  to  the  quantity  of  estate  in  the  land  ;  for  the  whole 
land  was  given  to  the  sister  for  life,  so  there  could  be  no  re- 
mainder of  that ;  therefore  it  must  be  the  remainder  of  the  estate 
in  the  land,  and  by  consequence  a  fee  simple  passed. 

59.  A  person  devised  in  these  words :  "  Also  I  give  to  my  son  Bailisv.  Gale, 
Charles  the  reversion  of  those  two  tenements  now  in  the  pos-  ms.  Rep.' 
session  of  J.  C;  also  I  give  him  the  reversion  of  the  tenements 

my  sister  T.  now  lives  in,  after  her  decease." 

Lord  Hardwicke  said, — "  As  to  the  word  reversion,  I  am  also 
of  opinion  that  it  passes  the  whole  interest.     A  reversion  is  a 
right  of  having  the  estate  back  again;  and  I  think  that  ac- 
cording to  Norton  V.  Ladd,  where  the  devise  was  of  a  remainder,  Ante,s.  68. 
this  is  a  good  devise  of  the  fee,  unless  there  had  been  words  to 
restrain  it.     How  can  the  testator  be  thought  to  have  given  but 
a  life  estate  herein  to  his  child,  when  possibly  the  life  of  the  Peitunv-Banks, 
particular  tenant  might  have  lasted  longer  than  that  of  the  child,  U^^'  ^' 
and  so  the  child  have  taken  nothing  at  all  ?    This  proves  he 
meant  to  give  him  a  fee." 

60.  It  has  been  a  long-established  rule  in  the  construction  of  Devise  on  con- 
wills,  that  if  a  person  devises  lands,  with  a  direction  that  the  f'J^^of^i^^ 
devisee  shall  pay  a  gross  sum  out  of  it,  the  devisee  will  take  an  ^  l°'t-  ^•^• 

.      ^        .       1  .  ,  ,  ,  .  ^      .  Cowp.R.84K 

estate  in  fee  simple,  without  any  other  words ;  though  the  sum 
directed  to  be  paid  should  not  amount  even  to  a  year's  rent  of 
the  land.  This  construction  is  founded  on  the  principle  that  a 
devise  of  land  shall  in  all  cases  be  intended  for  the  benefit  of 
the  devisee ;  now  if  a  devisee  was  in  cases  of  this  kind  only  to 
take  an  estate  for  life,  he  might  die  before  he  received  from  the 
land  the  gross  sum  he  had  paid,  and  consequently  be  a  loser  by 
the  devise. 
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61.  T.  W.  devised  copyhold  lands,  of  the  Datnre  of  borough 
English,  to  his  eldest  son  ;  paying  405.  to  each  of  his  brothetB 
and  his  sisters.    Adjudged  that  he  took  a  fee. 

62.  A  testator  devised  lands  to  his  brother,  paying  to  one 
pmwm  20$.,  and  to  others  small  sums,  amounting  to  45s.  in  all. 
The  land  was  of  the  value  of  3/.  per  annum.  Adjudged  that  the 
brother  took  an  estate  in  fee. 

63.  A  person  devised  all  his  estates  to  A.,  paying  40/.  a*piece 
to  his  sisters.  Adjudged  a  fee  simple.  And  it  appearing  that 
the  personal  estate  was  not  sufficient  to  satisfy  legacies,  it  must 
consequently  be  intended  his  real  estate.  Besides,  the  devisee 
was  not  executor,  and  therefore  it  could  not  be  intended  of  the 
personal  estate. 

64.  A.  by  his  will  devised  lands  to  B.,  and  then  bequeathed 
legacies ;  and  gave  5/.  to  C,  and  directed  B.  to  pay  it,  but  gare 
him  two  years  for  that  purpose.  The  jury  found  the  land  to  be 
worth  fifty  shillings  a  year.  It  was  adjudged  that  B.  took  a  fee; 
for  the  devise  was  of  a  sum  in  gross,  and  debUum  in  prdssenti  sol- 
vendum  in  futuro.  Besides,  it  was  a  sum  certain,  to  be  paid  to 
B.  at  all  events,  whether  the  land  yielded  full  five  pounds  or 
not,  and  so  not  like  the  cases  where  the  sum  devised  was  to  arise 
out  of  the  profits. 

65.  A  devise  of  lands,  charged  with  the  payment  of  debts  and 
legacies,  will,  for  the  same  reason,  pass  an  estate  in  fee  simple. 

66.  A  person  devised  to  his  brother  Richard  all  his  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments,  and  whatever  else  he  had  in  the 
world,  and  made  him  executor,  desiring  him  to  pay  his  debts 
and  legacies.  Adjudged  on  a  special  verdict  that  the  devisee 
took  an  estate  in  fee. 

67.  A.  seised  in  fee  of  lands,  made  his  will,  and  gave  his 
cousin  B.  20/.,  to  be  paid  out  of  his  lands  within  one  year :  and 
after  other  legacies,  he  gave  all  his  lands  to  Richard,  generally. 
Adjudged,  that  Richard  took  an  estate  in  fee. 

68.  A  will  was  made  in  these  words, — **  All  the  rest,  residue, 
and  remainder  of  my  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  heredita- 
ments, goods,  chattels,  and  personal  estate  whatsoever,  my  lega- 
cies and  funeral  expenses  being  thereout  paid ;  I  give,  devise, 
and  bequeath  unto  my  sister  J.  D.  and  constitute  and  appoint 
her  my  executrix  and  residuary  legatee,  of  this  my  will." 

Lord  Kenyon  said,  that  the  first  words  alone  were  not  sufficient 
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in  law  to  carry  a  fee;  but  that  he  relied  on  the  words  immediately 
rollowing,  ''  my  legacies  and  funeral  expenses  being  thereout 
paid/'  as  sufficient  for  that  purpose :  for  the  fund  which  was  to 
answer  those  demands,  ought  to  be  as  ample  as  possible.  Those 
chaises  extended  to,  and  were  to  be  taken  out  of,  the  property 
which  was  before  given  to  the  residuary  legatee ;  and  if  that  de^ 
vise  did  not  comprise  the  whole  of  the  devisor's  estate,  the  in- 
terest as  well  as  the  land,  the  legacies  and  fungal  expenses 
might  not  be  paid,  (a) 

69.  A  person  devised  in  these  words, — **  I  give  and  bequeath  Doe  v.  Holmes, 
my  freehold  house  with  the  appurtenances,  &c.  and  all  furniture 
thereto  belonging,  to  £.  G.  whom  I  make  executrix  of  this  my 
last  will ;  she  paying  all  my  just  debts  and  funeral  expenses, 
and  legacies  before  mentioned,  twelve  months  after  my  death. 
1  likewise  leave  to  the  said  E.  O.  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  my 
personal  estate." 

The  Judge  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried  being  of  opinion 
that  the  devisee  took  a  fee,  by  reason  of  the  words, ''  she  paying 
all  my  debts,"  nonsuited  the  plaintiff. 

On  a  motion  to  set  aside  that  nonsuit.  Lord  Kenyon  said  : — 
"  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  direction  given  at  the  trial 
was  perfectly  right.  In  cases  of  this  kind  the  question  has 
always  been,  whether  the  charge  is  to  be  paid  only  out  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  estate,  or  whether  it  is  to  be  paid  by  the 
devisee  at  all  events ;  in  the  former  case  the  devisee  only  takes 
an  estate  for  life,  but  in  the  latter  he  takes  a  fee,  otherwise  he 
might  be  a  loser  by  the  devise**    Here  the  devisee  is  bound  to 

(a)  [The  authority  of  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Richards  seems  to  be  considerably  shaken, 
if  not  overruled  by  the  much  litigated  case  of  Denn  o.  Mellor,  infra,  ch.  13.  s.  33.  be-  5  T.  R.  558. 
tween  which  and  the  above  case,  it  is  not  easy  to  discover  any  substantial  distinction. 
In  Doe  V.  Richards  the  charge  cannot  well  be  considered  as  thrown  upon  the  devisee, 
bat  on  the  Umd*  Macdonald,  C.  B.  in  Denn  v.  Mellor,  considers  that  case  as  over- 
tuning  the  deoisioD  of  Doe  o.  Richards ',  and  Lord  £llenborough,  in  Doe  v,  Snelling, 
5  East,  93,  observes  "  the  doctrine  and  principle  of  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Richards  is  right, 
though  perhaps  the  words  to  which  it  was  applied,  will  hardly  sustain  the  application, 
tt  was  considered  by  many  of  the  Judges,  on  the  decision  of  Ae  case  of  Denn  v.  Mellor, 
ia  the  Boom  of  Lords.  That  was  a  devise  of  lands,  the  legades  and  feneral  expenses 
being  thenontpaid  ;  aad  those  woids  were  holden  to  carry  the  fee,  being  considered  the 
same  as  if  the  devisor  had  said,  being  by  him,  (the  devisee,)  thereout  paid.  And  if 
those  words  had  been  added,  the  application  of  the  doctrine  would  unquestionably  have 
been  right."  See  also  2  New  Rep.  349,  per  Sir  James  Mans6eld.  Doe  dem.  Thorn 
«.  PhiBipB,  S  Bar.  ic  AH.  753.] 
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pay  the  debts  und  legacies  at  all  events ;  and  the  charge  is 

thrown  on  her  in  respect  of  the  real  estate.    The  personalty  is 

given  to  her  by  the  next  clause  in  the  will." 

Goodtitle  v.  70.  A  person  devised  in  these  words, — **  All  the  rest  I  have  in 

4£ast'496.      ^^^  world,  both  houses,  lands,  goods  and  chattels,  stock  in 

trade,  and  all  other  things  that  belong  or  may  belong  to  me,  I 
give  to  my  present  wife,  J.  P.,  my  executrix;  so  that  she  shall 
sell  my  stock  in  trade  and  household  goods,  and  if  these  will 
not  pay  the  debts,  she  shall  sell  next  the  house  of  fee  in  Pen- 
zance, and  not  Prospednick  ;  so  that  my  executrix  shall  pay  in 
good  time  all  lawful  debts." 

Lord  EUenborough  said  it  was  clear  that  the  executrix  and 
residuary  legatee  took  a  fee  in  the  premises  in  question  ;  for  she 
was  charged  with  payment  of  all  the  debts,  and  she  had  the 
land  devised  to  her,  as  well  as  the  personal  estate,  all  in  the  same 
clause,  in  order  to  enable  her  to  satisfy  that  charge;  and  she 
could  not  have  less  than  a  fee  in  it,  because  she  was  empowered 
to  sell  it,  which  she  could  not  do  without  having  the  fee :   as  to 
what  was  said  in  the  will  relative  to  the  sale  of  the  stock  in 
trade,  and  household  goods,  in  the  first  instance,  for  payment  of 
debts,  and  if  those  were  not  sufficient,  then  the  house  in  Pen- 
zance, that  was  merely  directory  to  her,  to  apply  the  personalty 
first  for  payment  of  debts,  before  the  realty,  which  was  no  more 
than  what  the  law  directs  in  the  common  case.     The  distinction 
Doeo.SDelling,  turned  in  all  the  cases  on  this,  whether  the  debts,  &c.  were 
"^'    *        merely  a  charge  on  the  estate  devised,  or  a  charge  on  the  devisee 
himself,  in  respect  of  such  estate  in  his  hands. 
Judgment,  that  the  devisee  took  an  estate  in  fee. 
71.  The  cases  where  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies  is 
charged  on  the  estate  devised,  and  not  on  the  devisee,  will  be 
stated  in  the  thirteenth  chapter. 
Or  with  a  per-        72.  Where  lands  are  devised,  with  a  direction  that  the  devisee 
wraent?"'**'     ®^^''  make  a  perpetual  annual  payment  thereout,  the  devisee 

will  take  an  estate  in  fee  simple ;  for  otherwise  he  could  not 
ful61  the  intention  of  the  testator. 
Shailard  o.  73.  A.  devised  lands  to  C.  a  younger  son,  and  willed  that  C. 

Cro.  Eliz.744.   should  pay  annually  to  his  eldest  son  B.  and  his  heirs,  3/.     Re- 
solved that  this  was  an  estate  in  fee. 
Webbv.  74.  Lands  were  devised  to  I.  and  S.  and  they  were  to  pay 

Cro."jjf.*4i6.     y®*''y  *^  ^^^  merchant  tailors  of  London,  6L  lO*.    It  was 
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8ol7ed  that  the  devisees  took  a  fee  simple,  by  reason  of  the  an- 
nual payment,  without  any  regard  to  the  greatness  or  small- 
Dess  of  the  sum :  as  the  charge  continued  for  ever,  the  estate 
must  continue  so  too,  for  without  the  estate  the  charge  could 
not  be. 

75.  A  person  devised  four  coats  to  four  boys  of  the  parish  of  Smith  «. 

D.  for  ever,  and  all  his  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  2^Salk.'685. 
and  all  his  personal  estate  to  his  wife,  and  her  assigns.    Ad-  ^^  ^^*  ^^' 
judged,  that  the  wife  had  a  fee  simple,  because  she  took  the 
lands  with  a  perpetual  charge. 

76.  A  devise  upon  condition  of  paying:  an  annual  sum  to  a  Or  for  tbe  life 
third  person,  during  the  life  of  such  third  person,  will  give  the  son. 
devisee  an  estate  in  fee  simple ;  for  otherwise  the  annuity  might 

cease  before  the  death  of  the  person  to  whom  it  was  given. 

77.  A  person  devised  lands  to  A.  fi.  conditionally  that  he  Leeo.Steph«Dt, 
should  allow  to  his  son  Nicholas,  meat,  drink,  &c.  during  his  ^  ®^°'''  ^' 
natural  life.     It  was  argued  that  this  was  a  fee  simple;   for 

Nicholas  had  no  manner  of  provision  else ;  it  was  plain  the 
testator  designed  the  maintenance  to  be  for  Nicholas's  life ;  and 
not  that  when  A.  B.  should  die,  Nicholas  should  starve ;  there- 
fore it  was  clear  that  A.  B.  must  have  a  larger  estate  than  for  his 
own  life,  for  otherwise,  instead  of  having  a  benefit  by  the  will, 
he  would  be  prejudiced  by  it,  if  he  should  perform  the  testator's 
will. 

Adjudged  that  A.  B.  took  an  estate  in  fee  simple. 

78.  A  person  devised  two  houses  to  his  son  Robert,  upon  con-  Heed  v.Hatton, 
dition  that  be  should  pay  unto  his  two  sisters  5/.  a-year,  with  a 

clause  of  entry  for  non-payment. 

The  Court  was  of  opinion  that  a  legacy  or  devise  was  always 
for  the  benefit  of  the  party  ;  so  that  it  was  reasonable  to  make 
such  construction  of  the  will,  that  he  might  have  no  possibility 
of  a  loss ;  for  if  there  was  a  devise  to  one,  upon  condition  that 
he  paid  a  sum  of  money,  if  there  was  a  possibility  of  a  loss, 
though  not  very  probable,  it  should  be  construed  a  fee ;  and 
therefore  the  estate  in  this  case  being  limited  to  Robert,  and 
charged  with  payments  to  the  sisters,  during  their  lives,  plainly 
proved  the  intent  of  the  testator,  that  the  devisee  should  have 
an  estate  in  fee  simple.    Judgment  was  given  accordingly. 

79.  T.  Ives  devised  a  house  to  Clement  Boreham  for  his  life,  Badd«ley». 
payin&r  thereout  40$.  a-year  to  Robert  Boreham,  the  testator's  3  Burr.  1533. 

„  ^  Wilmot,223. 
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grandson ;  and  gave  two  copyhold  teneaneats  to  Sarah  Borebam, 
sho  paying  thereout  40s.  a  year  to  her  sister  Elizabeth. 

The  question  was,  what  estate  Sarah  Borebam  took.  It  was 
admitted  that  if  this  was  an  annuity  for  life  to  Elizabeth,  it 
would  make  it  a  devise  in  fee  to  Sarah ;  and  as  this  could  not 
be  e£Pectuated  without  construing  the  inheritance  to  be  given  to 
Sarah,  it  raised  a  violent  presumption  that  the  testator  intended 
her  an  estate  of  inheritance. 

The  Court  was  of  opinion  that  Sarah  took  an  estate  in  fee. 

80.  A  person  having  a  copyhold  estate,  after  giving  several 
legacies,  gave  to  Mary  Ramsey  20s.  a  year  for  her  life,  to  be  paid 
by  his  executors.  He  also  gave  to  his  kinsman  T.  AUin  all  his 
two  yard-lands,  with  his  house  and  homestead;  and  all  the 
residue  and  remainder  of  his  goods,  chattels,  debts,  mortgages, 
leases  and  personal  estate,  he  gave  to  the  said  T.  Allin,  he  pay- 
ing his  debts,  legacies,  and  funeral  expences;  and  made  the  said 
Allin  executor.  The  question  was,  whether  the  devise  to 
T.  Allin  was  for  life  or  in  fee. 

Lord  Ch.  J.  De  Grey  said  he  thought  the  real  estate  devised 
to  Allin  was  in  fee  simple ;  and  that  upon  two  grounds :  I.  By 
implication ;  not  indeed  a  necessary  implication,  strictly  speak- 
ing, but  so  far  necessary  as  it  clearly  arose  frcnn  the  reasonable 
construction  of  the  will.  The  annuity  was  given  to  Mary 
Ramsey  for  her  natural  life,  to  be  paid  by  his  executor ;  which 
being  of  an  uncertain  duration,  must  have  an  estate  in  fee  to 
support  it.  II.  All  the  several  devises  to  Allin  followed  each 
other  immediately,  and  must  therefore  be  construed  as  one 
clause ;  so  that  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies  was  charged 
on  the  real,  as  well  as  the  personal  estate.  The  other  Judges 
concurred. 

81.  A  testator  began  thus — ''As  touching  all  such  temporal 
estate,"  8cc.  and  then  devised  a  house  to  his  grandson,  paying 
yearly  and  every  year  out  of  the  said  dwdling-house,  the  sum  of 
15s.  to  his  grand-daughter. 

Lord  Kenyon. — *'  Though  the  general  introductory  words  used 
in  this  will  would  have  some  effect  in  the  constructioD  of  the 
subsequent  devises,  as  was  said  by  Lord  Talbot  in  a  case  before 
him ;  they  would  not  of  themselves  carry  a  fee.  But  it  has  been 
very  properly  admitted,  that  the  words,  paying  yearly  and  every 
year,  are  sufficient  for  that  purpose.    That  annuity  was  intended 


Tith  XXXVIIL  Devise.  Ch.  XL  $.  81—85.  227 

to  coQtiniie  during  the  grand-daughter's  life,  though  it  is  not  so 
expressly  mentioned ;  and  therefore  of  necessity  the  grandson 
mnst  take  an  estate  in  fee."    Judgment  was  given  accordingly. 

82.  The  following  case  was  sent  out  of  Chancery  for  the  Andrew  v. 
opimon  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.     A  person  devised  5TennK'393. 
certain  estates  to  her  sister  for  life,  and  after  her  decease,  she  ^^J^p^Q 
gave  the  same  to  E.  Southouse,  charged  with  the  payment  of  an  ^  ^^^  ^67.] 
annuity  of  20/.  to  J.  T.  for  and  during  the  term  of  his  natural 

life,  (a) 
The  Court  certified  that  E.  Southouse  took  an  estate  in  fee.  iofra,c.  13. 

[see  JenkiDS  v. 

And  Lord  Kenyon  observed,  that  the  determination  in  Ansley  v.  Jenkins, 
Chapman^  was  founded  on  more  limited   grounds  than  those        ^      '^ 
adopted  in  modem  times. 

83.  Where  lands  are  devised,  with  a  direction  that  the 
devisee  shall  pay  an  annual  sum  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of 
the  lands,  the  devisee  will  only  take  an  estate  for  life.  The 
cases  oo  this  point  will  be  stated  in  the  thirteenth  chapter. 

84.  It  has  been  resolved  in  some  modem  cases,  that  a  devise  A  deviM,  witha 
generally,  with  a  Umitation  over,  if  the  devisee  dies  under  age, 

or  without  issue,  will  give  the  first  devisee  an  estate  in  fee 
simple. 

85.  A  person  made  her  will,  beginning  as  follows :  "  As  to  Frogmoitoii  v. 
my  worldly  affitirs  and  estates,  &c.  I  do  dispose  thereof  in  3  Burr.  ieis. 
manner  fcdlowing."    She  then  gave  to  her  son  J.  H.  a  certain  iq^*    ^^' 
loose;  and  if  the  said  J.  H.  should  happen  to  die  in  his 
minority,  or  before  he  came  to  age,  then  she  gave  the  said  house 

to  her  three  daughters. 

Lord  Mansfield  said,  the  devise  over,  if  the  son  should  die 
under  twenty-one,  to  the  three  daughters,  showed  the  intention  of 
the  testatrix  to  give  a  fee ;  for  if  he  lived  to  twenty*one  he  might 
then  dispose  of  it  himself;  if  he  died  before,  he  could  not,  and 
then  she  disposed  of  it  If  the  son  was  barely  to  take  an  estate 
for  life,  the  time  of  his  death  must  be  immaterial  to  the  devise 
over;  but  limiting  it  over  only  upon  the  contingency  of  his 
dying  in  his  minority,  showed  that  she  intended  to  give  him  an 
absolute  estate  in  fee,  which  he  might  dispose  of,  if  he  came 

(a)  [Id  this  case  the  Judges  seem  to  have  considered  the  charge  upon  the  devisee ; 
ocberarise  it  would  seem  to  have  fallen  within  the  principle  of  Doe  v.  Clarke,  2  Bos.  & 
P-  New  Rep.  343.  See  Roe  v.  D«w,  8  M.  &  Sel.  525.  Bayley,  J.  seems  to  bavo 
tiUn  tUt  Tieir  of  the  case  of  Antew  v.  Soathouse.] 

q2 
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of  age  ;  and  unless  be  lived  to  be  of  age,  when  he  might  diapme 
of  it,  she  meant  it  should  go  to  her  daughters. 
DMv.Cnadill,      86.  A  person  devised  to  the  two  children  of  bis  brother,  when 
Doe  V.'  ''bey  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  but  if  either  of  them 

6  Price''i79      should  die  under  the  said  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  the 
The  cMts  there  survivor  should  be  heir  to  the  other. 

cited,  [iIm> Doe  i       i  i  i      -  ,.    i  ■■  i 

v.  Nicholli,  It  was  resolved,  on  the  authority  of  the  preceding  case,  that 

336.]''  '^"*'    *'*^  devisees  took  esUtes  in  fee. 

Tooiejn.  87.  Upon  a  case  sent  from  the  Rolls  for  the  opinion  of  the 

I0£»t,  460.     Court  of  King's  Bench,  the  facts  were: — a  person  devised  to 

certain  of  her  grandchildren,  as  tenants  in  common ;  but  in  case 

of  the  death  of  either  of  them,  under  age,  and  without  leaving 

any  issue,  the  share  of  the  person  so  dying  to  go  to  the  survivor. 

It  was  certified  that  the  grandchildren  took  a  fee. 

DeviM  to  tnu-        88.  Where  lands  are  devised  to  trustees,  for  the  purpose  of 

pDMi'requiriag   performing  any  trusts  which  require  the  absolute  property  of 

Dmc  W'IIui    *'*^'''<  °i  estate  in  fee  simple  will  pass  to  the  trustees,  without 

SB.flt  Ald.84.  any  words  of  limitation ;  for  there  is  no  difference  between  a 

devise  to  a  person  in  fee  simple,  and  a  devise  to  a  person  upon 

trusts  which  require  an  estate  in  fee  simple. 

GibioBv.  89.  A  person  gave  all  and  singular  his  freehold,  lecisehold, 

I'v^'^'ws.    copyhold,  and  also  his  personal  estate,  of  what  kind  soever,  to 

trustees  and  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  in  trust 

to  and  for  several  uses,  to  pay   several  annuities,  sums,  and 

legacies,  by  and  out  of  the  produce  of  the  personal  estate ;  if 

that  should  happen  to  be  deficient,  then  to  pay  the  same  by  and 

out  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  arising  by  the  real  estate. 

One  of  the  questions  in  this  case  was,  whether  the  trustees 
took  an  estate  in  fee  under  the  devise. 

Lord  Hardwicke  was  of  opinion,  that  the  inheritance  passed 
to  the  trustees,  and  said  it  had  often  been  determined,  that  in  a 
devise  to  trustees,  it  was  not  necessary  the  word  heirs  should  be 
inserted,  to  carry  the  fee  at  law  j  for  if  the  purposes  of  the  trust 
could  not  be  satisfied  without  having  a  fee,  courts  of  law  would 
so  construe  it;  as  in  Shaw  r.  Weigh,  and  several  other  cases. 
Here  were  purposes  to  be  answered  which  by  possibility,  and 
that  was  sufficient,  could  not  be  answered  without  the  trustees 
having  a  fee,  viz.  the  paying  of  several  annuities  and  large  pecu- 
niary legacies,  if  the  personal  estate  was  deficient,  which  would 
probably  be  the  case  ;  then  how  was  the  rest  to  be  raised,  barely 
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by  the  rents  and  profits ;  it  must  be  so,  if  it  was  a  chattel  interest, 
for  then  it  could  not  be  taken  out  of  the  estate  by  anticipation  ; 
bat  that  could  not  be  in  this  case,  for  if  the  pecuniary  legacies 
were  oot  paid  out  of  the  personal,  the  real  must  be  sold  to  satisfy 
them ;  for  several  of  them  were  to  be  paid  within  a  year  after 
the  testator's  death,  and  could  not  therefore  be  paid  by  annual 
pe'ception.  This  then  was  a  purpose  which  it  was  impossible 
t  serve,  unless  the  trustees  had  the  inheritance;  for  if  they 
were  to  sell  a  fee,  they  must  have  a  fee. 

90.  G.  B.  devised  several  sums  of  3/.  a  year,  some  for  Ufe,  and  Oates  t>.  Cooke, 

^  .3  Burr.  1684. 

some  m  fee  ;  and  added,  that  these  legacies  were  to  be  faithfully  [Doe  v. 
paid  by  bis  trustee  J.  C.  every  year.     He  also  left  to  his  trustee  4  j^  r.^ss^' 
and  executor  6/.  to  build  a  tomb  for  him,  he  and  his  heirs  always  Anthony  v. 

'  ^  ^  ^      Rce»,  2  Crom. 

to  see  that  it  was  kept  in  order,  and  appointed  the  said  J.  C.  &  Jerv.  75.] 

his  sole  executor  and  trustee.  The  Court  was  of  opinion,  that  all 

the  estate  of  the  testator  passed  to  the  trustee  in  fee  ;  because 

the  intention  was  clear,  that  he  meant  to  devise  his  real  estate  Doe  v.  Giiiard, 

in  trust;  and  there  were  trusts  to  be  executed,  which  the  trustee  785. 

could  not  effectuate,  without  having  an  estate  in  fee  devised  to 

him;  for  there  were  annuities  in  fee  charged  on  the  real  estate, 

and  the  estate  must  be  co-extensive  with  the  charges. 

91.  In  commenting  on  the  case  of  Vick  v.  Edwards,  Mr.  Tit.  16.  c.  8. 
Feame  observes,  that  the  first  words  alone  would,  from  the  na-  ath  edit.  357*. 
tare  of  the  trust,  have  carried  the  fee  to  the  trustees.   The  latter 

words  did  not  give  it  from  them;  which  indeed  would  have  been 
ao  express  negative  upon  the  constructive  operation  of  the  first. 
Bat  their  effect  was  included  in  that  of  a  devise  to  the  trustees 
and  their  heirs,  inasmuch  as  they  expressly  direct  the  fee  to  the 
same  person  as  such  a  complete  limitation  would  ultimately 
carry  it  to,  viz.  the  survivor  of  the  trustees. 

92.  In  the  case  of  chattels  real,  that  is,  terms  for  years,  a  ge-  What  words 
neral  gift  of  them  will  pass  all  the  estate  and  interest  of  the  tes-  {literest  in  a 
tator,  without  any  additional  words.  chattel. 

93.  The  termor  of  a  messuage  for  forty  years,  devised   the  Fenton  v. 
messuage  by  his  will,  without  any  words  of  limitation.     It  was  a^yer,  307.b. 
resolved  that  the  entire  term  passed,  for  the  devisee  could  not 

have  any  estate  in  the  house,  at  will,  or  for  term  of  life,  or  for  the 
term  of  any  years,  or  a  year,  therefore  the  whole  term  passed. 

94.  A  disposition  of  a  term  for  years  to  a  person  and  the  heirs  Tit.  8.  c.  2. 
of  his  body,  is  a  disposal  of  the  entire  interest  in  the  term ;  for 


\ 
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a  term  cannot  be  entailed.  But  a  devise  oyer  of  a  term,  after  a 
prior  disposition  of  it  to  a  person  for  life,  is  good  by  way  of  ex- 
ecutory devise ;  of  which  an  account  will  be  given  in  a  subse- 
quent chapter. 

1  P.  Wms.666.       95.  It  is  said  by  Lord  Parker,  that  a  devise  of  a  term  to  one 

for  a  day,  or  an  hour,  is  a  devise  of  the  whole  term,  if  the  limita- 
tion over  is  void,  and  it  appear  at  the  same  time  that  the  whole 

Dw^^7^'.8.  ^  iiitended  to  be  disposed  of  from  the  executors.     But  if  such 

an  intention  does  not  appear,  then  it  has  been  held  that  a  limi- 
tation of  a  term  to  one  for  life,  does  not  vest  the  whole  so  abso- 
lutely in  him,  as  to  be  at  his  disposal ;  but  leaves  a  possibility, 
viz.  upon  the  death  of  the  devisee  within  the  term,  of  reveiter 
in  the  executors  of  the  testator. 

Eyrts  9.  96.  A.  being  possessed  of  a  term  for  ninety-nine  years,  devised 

I  Saik.  231.       i^  to  S*  for  ^f^»  remainder  to  C.  for  life,  and  so  on  to  five  othen, 

successively  for  life.  It  was  resolved,  that  after  the  death  of  the 
seven  persons  to  whom  the  term  was  devised  for  life,  it  should 
revert  to  the  executor  of  the  testator. 

Belt  V.  97.  [Where,  by  deed  or  will,  the  trust  of  a  term  in  gross  is  to 

MitchelflOD,  _  i         /•  i  .  m      ,• 

Belt's  Snpp.  to   pay  the  rents  and  profits  to  the  cestm  que  trust  generally,  (i.e. 

Ves.  t.  238.       without  words  of  limitation  or  restriction),  the  cestui  que  trust 

will^be  entitled  t^he  absolute  interest  in  such  term  in  gross. 
Yet  it  is  otherwise,  where  a  term  is  by  such  grant  or  devise 
carved  out  of  ihe  inheritance ;  in  which  case  the  cestui  que  trust 
will  only  be  entitled  to  a  life  interest,  and  subject  thereto,  the 
term  will  attend  in  trust  for  the  owner  of  the  inheritance.] 
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CHAP.  XII. 


Construction— What  Words  create  an  Estate  Tail. 


SiCT.    1.  No  Teekmoal  Wardi  neees- 
Mry. 
7.  The  Word  Hein  qwdifted  by 

subsequent  Words. 
M.Orhga  Renuander  over  $o  a 
cottuteral 


Sect.  S7.  Tke  Words  Issue,  CkUdren^ 
Sfs. 
S2.  An  Estate  Tail  may  arise  by 

ImpUcation, 
46.  A  Devise  for  Life  may  be  M- 
JargedintoanEsUaeTM, 


Section  I. 

As  lands  may  be  devised  in  fee  simple^  without  any  of  those  No  technical 
technical  words  which  are  required  in  deeds ;  so  may  they  be  ^^  "*^**" 
devised  in  tail ;  for  any  words  that  indicate  the  testator's  in- 
tent to  restrain  the  desc^it  of  the  estate  given  to  the  lineal 
descendants  of  the  devisee,  will  only  pass  an  estate  tail.    Thus  i  lost  9  b. 

<         •         1  Vfiiit  228« 

a  devise  to  a  person,  et  semim  sua,  or  to  a  man  and  his  wife, 
€t  heredide  corpore,  et  uni  haredi  tantum  gives  an  estate  tail. 

2.  It  was  agreed  by  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  K.  B.  in  36  Cro.  EIb.  314. 
Eliz.,  that  a  devise  to  one  and  the  heir  of  his  body,  was  an  estate 

tail,  and  should  go  to  all  the  heirs  of  his  body ;  for  heir  was 
mmen  collectivum,  and  one  can  have  but  one  heir  at  one  time ; 
and  this  should  go  from  heir  to  heir. 

3.  It  has  been  stated  that  a  limitation  in  a  deed  to  a  person  Tit.  32. c.  2i. 
and  his  heirs  male,  creates  an  estate  in  fee  simple ;  but  in  a  will 

those  words  will  create  an  estate  tail. 

4.  A  person  devised  to  his  eldest  son,  all  that  his  farm  called  Baker  v.  Wan, 
D.,  to  him  and  his  heirs  males  forever.  Resolved,  that  the  eldest  135. ' 

son  took  an  estate  in  tail  male ;  for  the  law  would  supply  the 
word^  of  his  body. 

5.  Where  an  estate  is  expressly  devised  to  a  person  and  the 
heirs  of  his  body,  no  charge  on  such  estate  will  enlarge  it  to  an 
estate  in  fee  simple. 

6.  A  person  devised  a  messuage  and  lands  to  her  eldest  Doev.  FvMes, 
daughter  Alice,  and  the  heirs  of  her  body  lawfully  to  be  begotten  ^^^* 
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for  eyer;  remainder  to  her  other  daughters  in  the  same  manner, 
charged  and  chargeable  with  the  full  sum  of  nine  score  pounds, 
to  be  levied  and  raised  out  of  the  first  clear  annual  profits  of  the 
said  messuages,  &c.  And  that  her  executors  should  stand 
possessed  of  the  said  messuage  for  so  long  a  time  as  until  they 
should  mise  the  said  sum ;  and  to  and  for  the  benefit  of  her 
daughters  A.  M.  and  I.  (to  whom  she  had  given  the  money) 
until  the  same  should  be  paid  by  her  eldest  daughter  Alice  or 
her  heirs,  and  from  and  after  the  raising  thereof  by  Alice,  or 
her  heirs,  it  was  her  will  that  she  and  her  heirs  should  enjoy  the 
said  messuages,  8cc.  for  ever. 

It  was  resolved,  that  as  the  words  of  the  devise  created  an 

estate  tail ;  the  charge  on  the  lands,  and  the  subsequent  use  of 

the  words,  '^  heirs  of  Alice,"  should  be  construed  to  refer  to  the 

special  designation  of  heirs  to  whom  the  estate  was  devised  at 

the  beginning  of  the  will ;  and  therefore  that  Alice  took  only  an 

estate  tail.    And  Lord  Mansfield  observed,  that  there  never  was 

an  instance  of  an  estate  in  fee  raised  by  implication  from  the 

Denn  v.  circumstance  of  a  charge  being  made  by  the  devisor,  where  an 

DM«i°°/srater  ^^P'^^  estate  for  life,  or  in  tail,  was  given ;  and  here  it  was  an 

infra.  estate  tail,  with  several  remainders  over. 

The  woid  hars  7.  Although  a  devise  to  a  person  and  his  heirs  gives  him  an 
■Moeiitwo^.'  estate  in  fee  simple ;  yet  if  the  word  heirs  be  qualified  by  any 

subsequent  words,  which  show  the  intention  of  the  testator  to 
restrain  it  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  devisee ;  the  devise  will, 
in  that  case,  only  create  an  estate  tail. 
Charch  v.  3^  There  is  a  case  in  Moore,  in  which  it  was  held  that  a  de- 

Wyat 

Moo.  637.  vise  to  an  unborn  person  et  haredibus  suis  legiiimi  procreatis, 
Nanfan  v.  created  an  estate  tail.  And  in  a  modern  case  sent  out  of  Chan- 
7  Taant.  85.      eery,  where  there  was  a  devise  to  a  person  and  his  heirs,  lawfully 

begotten,  for  ever,  the  Court  of  C.  P.  certified  that  the  devisee 
took  an  estate  tail ;  though  it  was  urged  that  the  words  lawfully 
begotten  were  surplusage,  and  equally  applicable  to  collateral  as 
to  lineal  heirs.  It  is  however  observable,  that  the  testator  had 
in  another  part  of  his  will  devised  to  a  person  and  to  his  heirs 
for  ever;  so  that  the  variation  of  the  phrase  imported  a  va- 
riation of  intent,  which  may  have  been  the  ground  of  the  certi- 
ficate. 
Browne  0.  9.  W.  B.  devised  all  his  lands  to  John  his  son,  and  his 

Cro.  Ja.  290.     ^^^^ )  ^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^  without  issue,  he  devised  his  lands  in  R. 
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to  M.  his  nephew  in  fee ;  and  his  lands  in  H.  to  H.  his  nephew  Doe  v.  Ellis, 

.     _  *^  '  ^  9Eaat,  382. 

m  fee. 

It  was  resolved,  that  the  first  limitation  to  John  was  the 
same  as  if  it  had  been  to  him  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and 
DO  fee. 

10.  W.  6.  devised  lands  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  Duttonv. 
death,  to  John  his  eldest  son,  and  to  his  heirs ;  upon  condition  cro.  Ja.'427. 
that  he,  as  soon  as  the  land  should  come  to  him  in  possession, 
should  grant  to  Stephen  his  second  son,  and  his  heirs,  an  annual 
rent  of  4/.  oat  of  the  said  tenements ;  and  that  if  the  said  John 
died  without  heirs  of  his  body,  the  land  should  remain  to  the  said 
Stephen  and  the  heirs  of  his  body.  The  first  question  was, 
whether  John  had  an  estate  in  fee  by  the  devise ;  which  being  to 
him  and  his  heirs,  upon  condition  that  he  should  grant  a  rent  to 
Stephen  and  his  heirs,  it  was  said  the  intent  was  shown  that  he 
should  have  a  fee,  for  otherwise  he  could  not  legally  grant  such 
a  rent,  to  have  continuance  after  his  death. 

It  was  however  resolved  to  be  an  estate  tail ;  for  beng  limited, 
that  if  he  died  without  issue,  then  it  should  be  to  Stephen  and 
the  heirs  of  his  body  ;  that  showed  what  heirs  of  John  were  in- 
tended, viz.  heirs  of  his  body.  But  yet,  by  the  limitation  of  the 
will,  he  was  to  make  a  grant  of  the  rent,  which  being  by  ap- 
pointment of  the  donor,  it  was  not  contra  formam  donationis,  but 
stood  with  the  gift,  and  should  bind  the  issue  in  tail. 

11.  W.  Hydes  having  two  sons,  Thomas  and  Francis,  devised  Chadock  v. 
all  his  lands  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  decease,  then  he  cra  Ja' 695. 
devised  his  lands  in  B.  to  Thomas  his  son  and  his  heirs  for  ever, 

and  his  lands  in  E.  L.  to  Francis  his  son  and  his  heirs  for  ever; 
adding  the  following  words,  '^  Item,  I  will  that  the  survivor  of 
them  shall  be  heir  to  the  other,  if  either  of  them  die  without 
issue." 

It  was  resolved,  that  this  was  an  estate  tail ;  and  that  although 
the  first  part  of  the  will  gave  a  fee,  the  second  part  corrected  it, 
and  made  it  but  an  estate  tail. 

12.  A  person  gave  and  devised  all  his  freehold  messuage,  &c.  Bncev.Smith, 

WUies  R.  1 

to  his  son  P.  B.  and  his  heirs  for  ever,  on  condition  that  he  Com.  R.  538. 

should  pay  his  son  W.  B.  30/. ;  and  devised  estates  to  his  other 

sons  in  the  same  manner.    Then  followed  this  clause :  ''  Item, 

my  will  and  mind  is,  that  in  case  any  of  my  said  children  unto 

whom  I  have  bequeathed  any  of  my  real  estates,  shall  die  with-  i 


234  Ittfc  XXXVIII.  Devise.  Ch.  XIL  s.  12—13. 

oat  issue,  then  I  give  the  estate  of  him  or  them  so  dying,  unto 
his  or  their  right  heirs  for  ever." 

Lord  Ch.  J.  Willes  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  and 
said  the  question  was,  whether  P.  B«  the  devisee  took  an  estate 
in  fee  or  in  tail ;  and  this  was  divided  into  two  questions : 
I.  Whether  he  would  have  had  an  estate  tail  in  case  the  remain- 
der had  been  devised  over  to  a  stranger.  II.  Whether  devising 
it  over  to  the  right  heirs  of  the  person  so  dying  without  issue^ 
made  any  difference. 
[Romiiiy  v.  As  for  the  first  question,  it  could  not  be  doubted,  after  so 

6Taan' 274-5.]  ^^^y  solemn  determinations,  that  if  a  man  devised  an  estate  to 

A.  and  his  heirs,  and  afterwards  in  his  will  gave  his  estate  to 
another,  in  case  A.  died  without  issue,  the  subsequent  words  re- 
duced A.'s  estate  only  to  an  estate  tail ;  and  restrained  the  ge- 
neral word  heirs  to  signify  only  heirs  of  the  body ;  and  this  was 
founded  upon  these  known  rules,  that  the  intention  of  the  testa- 
tor shall  always  take  place  in  the  construction  of  wills,  so  fieir  as 
it  can  be  collected  from  the  will  itself,  if  it  be  not  contrary  to  the 
rules  of  law ;  and  that  the  priority  or  posteriority  of  words  in  a 
will  was  not  at  all  regarded,  but  that  the  whole  will  must  be 
taken  together,  to  find  out  the  intent  of  the  testator. 

II.  But  this  distinction  was  relied  on,  that  though  it  would 
have  this  construction  in  case  the  remainder  had  been  devised 
over  to  a  stranger,  it  would  be  otherwise  in  the  present  case,  be- 
cause the  remainder  was  devised  over  to  the  heirs  of  the  person 
so  dying  without  issue.  This  distinction,  though  it  seemed  at 
first  to  be  of  some  weight,  when  considered,  made  no  difference, 
either  in  reason  or  in  law.  Even  in  grants,  where  words  were 
construed  much  stricter  than  in  cases  of  wills,  if  there  were 
words  that  created  an  estate  tail,  the  grantee  would  have  an  es- 
tate tail,  though  the  next  remainder  was  limited  to  his  right 
heirs;  and  nothing  was  more  common  in  settlements  than  to 
limit  an  estate  to  a  man  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  remainder  to 
his  right  heirs;  and  for  this  plain  reason,  to  prevent  his  disin- 
heriting his  issue,  except  by  some  solemn  act  done  in  his  life- 
time. 

The  Court  was  unanimously  of  opinion,  that  the  devisee  took 
an  estate  tail. 

13.  It  is  observed  by  Mr.  Durnford,  in  a  note  to  this  case, 
that  by  the  words,  die  without  issue,  the  devisor  must  have  meant 
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dying  without  heirs  of  the  body,  or  without  heirs  generally. 
But  to  suppose  that  he  used  those  words  in  the  latter  sense, 
would  be  to  suppose  that  he  intended  to  devise  the  lands  to  his 
son  P.  B.  and  his  heirs  for  ever,  and  if  he  die  without  such 
heirs,  then  to  the  same  heirs*  There  seemed  therefore  less  doubt 
in  such  a  case  respecting  the  devisor's  intention,  than  in  the  or- 
dinary case  of  a  limitation  over  to  a  stranger,  after  a  dying  with- 
out issue  by  the  first  taker,  (a) 

14.  J.  Leslie  devised  lands  to  the  use  of  his  eldest  son  John,  FitEgerald 

V.  Leslief 

and  his  heirs  for  ever ;  and  failing  issue  of  his  said  son  John,  3  Bro.  Pari. 
then  to  the  use  of  his  second  son  James,  and  his  heirs  for  ever; 
and  failing  issue  of  that  son,  then  to  the  use  of  his  third  son 
George,  and  his  heirs  for  ever ;  and  failing  issue  of  that  son,  then 
to  the  use  of  every  other  son  that  he  should  have,  and  their  heirs 
for  ever ;  and  failing  his  issue  male,  then  to  the  use  of  his  issue 
female  and  their  heirs  for  ever.    It  was  determined  by  the  House 
of  Lords,  on  an  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Ireland, 
that  according  to  the  intention  of  the  testator,  his  sons  took  suc- 
cessively estates  in  tail  male ;  and  that  upon  the  death  of  the  Preston  v. 
ddest  son,  leaving  only  a  daughter,  the  second  son  took  in  the  ^^i^\.  i^. 
order  of  succession. 

16.  A  will  was  as  follows :  ''  I  give  to  my  grandson  Samuel  "^^^  «• 
all  my  meadow,  8cc.,  to  hold  onto  the  said  Samuel  and  the  heirs  Cowp.  4io. 
of  his  body  lawfully  begotten,  and  their  heirs  for  ever ;  charge- 
able with  the  payment  of  8/.  a  year  to  my  niece,  Sec    But  in 
case  the  said  Samuel  shall  die  without  leaving  issue  of  his  body, 
then  I  give  the  said  meadow,  &c.  unto  my  nephew  W.  O/'    The 
question  was,  whether  Samuel  took  an  estate  in  fee,  or  an  estate 
taQ.    It  was  contended  that  the  testator  meant  Uie  issue  of 
Samuel  should  take  an  estate  in  fee ;  and  that  the  devise  ov&t 
was  in  the  event  of  Samuel's  dying  without  issue  living  at  the  Doe  v. 
time  of  his  death,  by  which  means  it  would  be  an  executory  inf^i,  c.'l7. 
devise. 

Lord  Mansfield  said,  the  question  was,  whether  the  grandson 
took  an  estate  tail,  or  an  estate  in  fee.  That  the  devise  was  to 
Samuel  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and  their  heirs  for  ever ;  but 
the  words,  their  heirs  for  ever,  were  qualified  by  the  subsequent 
words,  in  case  he  shall  die  without  leaving  issue,  which  cleariy 

-JSliP^But  the  coDStniction  is  the  same  in  either  case,  whether  the  limitation  over  be 
to  a  stranger,  or  to  one  who  might  be  the  heir^— Doe  v.  £Uis,  9  East,  3S3.] 
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showed  it  to  be  an  estate  tail;  and  then  the  testator  gave  it  over 
to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.     It  was  too  clear  to  admit  of  a  doubt. 
Judgment  that  Samuel  took  an  estate  tail. 
Roev.  Atis,  16.  I.  Beech  devised  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  decease 

4  Tenn  R.  605. 

to  be  equally  divided  between  his  four  children.  H.  I.  E.  and 
Sy,  and  to  each  of  them  and  their  heirs  for  ever,  share  and 
share  alike ;  and  in  case  they  should  be  minded  and  agree 
among  themselves  to  sell  the  said  estate,  then  every  one  of  his 
said  children  should  have  their  equal  shares  of  monies,  from 
thence  arising ;  but  if  they  consented  and  agreed  to  keep  the 
estate  whole  together,  then  and  in  such  case  all  the  rents, 
issues,  and  profits  thereof,  from  time  to  time,  as  they  should 
become  due  and  payable,  should  be  equally  paid  and  divided 
between  his  four  children,  and  to  the  several  and  respective 
heirs  of  them,  on  their  bodies  lawfully  begotten,  share  and  share 
alike. 

The  Court  said,  that  the  children  of  I.  Beech  took  only 
estates  tail  in  the  respective  fourths  :  for  though  it  was  given  to 
them  and  their  heirs,  and  they  had  also  a  power  of  selling  the 
estate,  by  the  former  part  of  the  devise;  yet  the  subsequent 
words,  to  the  several  and  respective  heirs  of  them  on  their  bodies 
lawfully  begotten,  restrained  the  operation  of  the  former  words, 
and  reduced  the  estate  devised  to  an  estate  tail. 
Doe  V.  Riven,        17.  W.  F.  by  will,  after  confirming  his  settlement,  by  which 

one  part  of  the  estate  was  limited  to  his  wife  for  life,  devised 
the  rest  of  the  premises  to  his  daughter  and  only  child  Mary,  on 
her  attaining  twenty-one,  and  to  her  heirs :  and  as  to  that  part 
which  was  settled  on  his  wife  he  devised  the  same  to  his  said 
daughter,  after  the  death  of  his  widow.  In  case  the  widow 
should  die  before  the  daughter  attained  twenty-one ;  then  he 
willed  that  both  parts  of  the  estate  should  go  immediately  to  his 
daughter,  and  her  heirs  for  ever ;  but  he  willed  that  his  wife 
should  hold  and  enjoy  both  parts  until  his  daughter  should  at- 
tain the  age  of  twenty-one ;  and  in  case  his  daughter  should  die 
without  issue,  then  he  empowered  her  to  dispose  of  the  whole  by 
will,  or  any  other  instrument  in  writing,  and  for  want  of  such 
issue  and  direction,  &c.  then  that  the  same  should  descend  and 
go  to  his  own  right  heirs. 

The  Court  was  of  opinion,  that  the  daughter  took  only  an 
estate  tail. 


L^ 
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18.  A  person  devised  to  her  son  Richard,  and  her  daughter  Doe  v. 
Elizabeth y  and  their  heirs  for  ever.     Provided  that  if  her  said  8Term^R.2il. 
son  and  daughter  should  both  have  issue,  then  both  their  divi-  [EtvidoTenny 

.  .  ,  ^'  Agar, 

dends  aforesaid  were  to  go  to  the  issue  of  their  own  bodies :  but  12  East,  253.] 
if  but  one  of  them  should  have  issue,  then  the  premises  should 
eo  to  that  issue,  whether  it  were   the  child  of  her  son   or  PieiBoiio. 
daughter  aforesaid :  but  if  they  both  died  without  issue  of  their  5  £9^548. 
bodies,  then  immediately  to  the  right  heir  at  law,  and  his  heirs 
for  ever. 
The  Couii;  resolved  that  the  devisees  took  an  estate  tail. 

19.  There  are  several  cases  in  which  words  introducing  re- 
mainders over,  after  a  limitation  to  heirs,  do  not  abridge  or  qualify 
the  extent  of  the  word  heirs;  of  which  an  account  has  been 

given  in  a  former  title.  Tit.  16.  c  1. 

20.  In  consequence  of  the  principle  that  there  can  be  no  re-  Or  by  a  re- 
mainder limited  after  an  estate  in  fee  simple ;  where  there  is  a  a  collateral 
devise  to  a  person  and  his  heirs,  and  if  he  dies  without  heirs,  ^^^^' 
remainder  to  a  stranorer,  the  remainder  is  void.     But  where  Dev.466.ed.8. 
lands  are  devised  to  a  person  and  his  heirs,  with  a  remainder  Att-Gen. 

to  a  collateral  heir  of  the  first  devisee,  the  word  heirs  will  be  con-  2P.  Wm8.369. 

strued  to  mean  heirs  of  the  body,  and  the  first  devisee  will  take 

onlv  an  estate  tail ;  because  the  devise  over  to  the  collateral  heir  [!><«  v.  Block, 

,  :  -      -  ,  ,  ,  .  ,      ,       ,  6  Taunt.  484.] 

plamly  denotes  that  the  testator  only  meant  to  give  the  lands  to 
the  lineal  descendants  of  the  first  devisee ;  for  the  first  devisee 
could  not  die  without  heirs,  as  long  as  the  collateral  heir,  or  any 
of  his  lineal  descendants  were  existing. 

21.  Thus  where  a  person  devised  his  houses  in  London  to  Webbv. 
Francis  his  son,  after  the  death  of  his  wife ;  and  if  his  three  Cro"j.^4i6. 
daughters  or  either  of  them  should  overlive  their  mother,  and 
Francis  their  brother  and  his  heirs,  then  they  to  enjoy  the  same 

houses  for  term  of  their  lives.  The  principal  question  was, 
whether  Francis  the  son  had  a  fee,  or  a  fee  tail,  by  the  will,  in 
regard  the  limitation  was,  if  his  sisters  survived  him  and  his 
heirs. 

The  Court  resolved  he  had  but  a  fee  tail ;  for  heirs  in  this 
place  was  intended  heirs  of  his  body;  because  the  limitation 
being  to  his  sisters,  it  was  necessarily  to  be  intended  that  it  was, 
if  he  should  die  without  issue  of  his  body,  for  they  were  his 
heirs  collateral;  and  therefore  there  was  a  difference  where  a 
devise  was  to  one  and  his  heirs,  and  if  he  died  without  heirs. 
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that  it  should  remain  over,  it  was  void,  as  19  Hen.  8.  pi.  9. ; 
yet  when  a  devise  was  to  one  and  his  heirs,  and  if  he  died 
without  heir,  it  should  be  to  his  next  brother,  there  was  an 
apparent  intention  what  heirs  he  intended;  and  the  intention 
being  collected  from  the  will,  the  law  would  adjudge  ac* 
cordingly. 

22.  A  testator  devised  lands  to  his  wife  for  life,  remainder 
to  Henry  his  son  for  life,  remainder  to  his  son  George  and  his 
heirs  for  ever,  and  if  he  died  without  heirs,  then  to  his  two 
daughters.  The  question  was,  whether  George  took  a  fee 
simple,  or  only  an  estate  tail.  And  the  case  of  Webb  v.  Hearing 
was  cited,  to  prove  that  where  a  devise  is  to  one  and  his  heirs, 
remainder  over  to  another,  who  is,  or  may  be  the  devisee's  heir 
at  law,  such  limitation  shall  be  good ;  and  the  first  limitation 
construed  an  entail,  and  not  a  fee,  in  order  to  let  in  the  re- 
mainder-man ;  but  where  the  second  limitation  is  to  a  stranger, 
it  is  merely  void,  and  the  first  limitation  is  a  fee  simple. 

Lord  Talbot  said,  George  took  an  estate  tail.  The  difference 
which  had  been  taken  was  right;  and  the  reason  of  it  was,  that 
in  the  latter  case  there  was  no  intent  appearing  to  make  these 
words  carry  any  other  sense  than  what  they  imported  at  law ; 
but  in  the  former  it  was  impossible  that  the  devisee  should  die 
without  an  heir,  while  the  remainder-man  or  his  issue  continued ; 
and  therefore  the  generality  of  the  word  heirs  should  be  re- 
strained to  heirs  of  the  body ;  since  the  testator  could  not  but 
know  that  the  devisee  could  not  die  without  an  heir,  while  the 
remainder-man  or  any  of  his  issue  continued. 

23.  The  rule  is  the  same  where  the  remainder  is  limited  to 
the  heirs  of  the  testator  himself,  if  such  heirs  must  also  be  heirs 
to  the  first  devisee. 

24.  A  person  having  issue  three  sons,  John,  Francis,  and 
William,  devised  his  lands  lo  Francis  and  his  heirs ;  and  for  de- 
fault of  the  heirs  of  Francis,  to  the  heirs  of  the  devisor. 

Lord  Holt  said,  that  although  the  devise  to  the  heirs  of  the 
devisor,  passed  no  estate  to  the  eldest  son,  who  took  the  re- 
version by  descent,  and  not  the  remainder  by  purchase,  yet  it 
was  sufficient  to  show  the  intent  of  the  deviscNT,  that  the  words 
of  the  devise,  ^*  to  Francis  and  his  heirs,  and  for  want  of  suck 
heirs,"  meant  heirs  of  his  body.  And  as  the  devisor  said  that 
his  own  right  heirs  should  take  after  the  death  of  Francis  without 
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heirs,  although  the  devisor's  heir  took  nothing  by  this  devise,  for 
he  took  by  descent,  yet  it  appeared  that  the  testator  intended, 
that  when  Francis  was  dead  without  issue,  the  ekiest  son  should 
take ;  and  the  word  heirs  could  not  have  any  other  construction 
bat  issue,  because  he  could  not  die  without  an  heir  as  long  as  the 
testator  had  an  heir. 

25.  T.  Q.  devised  an  estate  to  his  grandson,  for  and  during  Morgan  p. 
his  natural  life  ;  and  after  his  decease,  to  his  right  and  lawful  c^wp^.  ^4. 
heirs  and  assigns  for  ever ;  and  for  want  of  such  lawful  heirs,  Lewis  v. 

he  gave  the  same  to  another  grandson,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  5  East^'sde. 
ever. 

The  Court  of  K.  B.  certified  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  that 
the  grandson  took  an  estate  tail. 

26.  But  where  a  devise  was  to  a  person  and  his  heirs,  and  if  Tiibuiy  v. 
he  died  without  heirs,  remainder  to  his  half-brother;  the  devise  3auc."617. 
was  held  by  Lord  Hardwicke  to  pass  a  fee ;  this  being  in  fact  a  f  •  ^*  ^  ^®**  '• 
devise  over  to  a  stranger,  as  the  law  considers  him ;  because  he 

could  not  inherit  from  his  brother. 

27.  Where  lands  are  devised  to  A.  and  bis  issue,  or  to  A.  and  The  words, 
his  children,  A.  having  no  children  at  the  time,  he  will  take  an  ^^'  ^     '^' 
estate  tail ;  because  it  is  clearly  the  intention  of  the  testator  not  wud'a  case, 
to  give  A.  an  estate  for  life  only,  but  that  his  children  should  be  1  vent.  229. 
benefited  by  the  devise ;  and  they  cannot  take  as  immediate  Frank  ▼. 
devisees,  not  being  in  existence  at  the  death  of  the  testator ;  |^^^'  543 
nor  can  they  take  by  way  of  remainder,  the  devise  being  [Doev.  Davies, 

-,  4B.&Adol. 

immediate.  43.] 

28.  Mr.  Viner,  the  author  of  the  Abridgment,  devised  certain  un.  of  Oxford 
premises  to  Doctor  Clifton,  and  the  issue  of  his  body  lawfully  i'^Q^'473. 
begotten,  living  at  his  death,  and  for  want  of  such  issue,  to  the 
University  of  Oxford. 

Lord  Keeper  Henley — *'  This  is  the  plainest  case  I  ever  saw  in 
my  life.  The  issue  cannot  take  by  present  devise,  as  joint  te- 
nants with  the  defendant.  They  are  not  to  take  by  remainder, 
but  by  descent,  all  the  posterity  are  intended  to  take ;  it  cannot 
therefore  be  a  contingent  remainder,  but  it  is  clearly  an  estate 
tail.'' 

29.  E.  Wharton  devised  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  estate,  wharton  v. 
as  well  real  as  personal,  to  his  nephew  A.  Wharton,  and  his  sons  2  Biac™  R. 
in  tail  male,  and  for  want  of  such  issue  in  tail  male,  to  his  ^^83. 

3  X  enu  XV.  373. 

brother  J.  Wharton  and  his  sons  in  tail  male,  and  on  failure  of 
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such  issuei  to  his  own  right  heirs.  Neither  A.  nor  J.  Wharton 
had  any  issue  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  will,  or  at  the 
death  of  the  testator.    A.  Wharton  died  without  issue. 

This  case  was  sent  from  the  Court  of  Chancery,  for  the 

opinion  of  the  Court  of  C.  B.,  and  the  certificate  was,  that  J. 

Wharton  took  an  estate  in  tail  male  in  the  premises. 

Daviev.  30.  C.  Stevens  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  lands  in  question, 

Doug?  321.       devised  the  same  in  the  following  manner : — "  I  also  give  and 

devise  to  my  son  William  Stevens,  when  he  shall  accomplish 
the  full  age  of  twenty-one  years,  the  fee  simple  and  inheritance 
of  Lower  Shelton,  to  him  and  his  child  or  children  for  ever. 
But  if  my  son  W.  S.  should  happen  to  die  before  he  should  ac- 
complish the  full  age  of  twenty-one ;  then  I  give  and  bequeath 
the  fee  simple  and  inheritance  of  Lower  Shelton  to  my  wife  for 
ever." 

Lord  Mansfield  said,  if  the  testator  had  used  the  words,  all 

his  estate,  inheritance,  or,  for  ever ;  and  had  stopped  there,  the 

fee  simple  would  have  passed  ;  but  the  words  child  or  children 

were  to  the  full  as  restrictive  as  if  he  had  said,  and  if  my  son 

[Doe «.  Brad-    die  without  heirs  of  his  body.    The  words  of  the  will  gave  the 

3^.  403-4.]      ^^^  ^^  estate  tail,  for  there  were  no  children  born  at  the  time, 

to  take  an  immediate  estate  by  purchase :  the  meaning  was  the 
same  as  if  tb^  expression  had  been  to  William  and  his  heirs, 
that  is  to  say,  his  children  or  his  issue.    The  words,  for  ever, 
made  no  difference,  for  William's  issue  might  last  for  ever. 
Wood  V. Baron,       3].  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  directed  the  following  case  to  be 

made  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  K.  B.  T.  Lowe  devised  to 
his  daughter  Anne,  all  his  estate  and  effects,  real  and  personal, 
and  added  these  words, — ^'  who  shall  hold  and  enjoy  the  same 
as  a  place  of  inheritance,  to  her  and  her  children,  or  her  issue 
for  ever.  And  if  it  should  so  happen  that  my  daughter  Anne 
should  die  leaving  no  child  or  children,  or  if  it  so  happen  that 
my  daughter  Anne's  children  should  die  without  issue,"  then  he 
directed  his  estates  to  be  sold. 

The  Court  certified  that  Anne  took  an  estate  tail. 
An  estate  tail         32.  An  estate  tail  may  be  created  in  a  will  by  mere  implica- 
Smplkation7      ^^">  without  any  express  words  of  devise.    As  were  S.  A.  had 
Newton  0.         issue  three  sons,  B.,  C,  and  D. ; — B.  died,  leaving  his  wife 
Moo.^!T27.     ^sient;  S.  A.  devised  to  the  child  his  son's  wife  then  went  with, 

20/.  yearly,  and  if  his  son  C.  died  before  he  had  any  issue  of  his 
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body,  so  that  his  land  descended  to  D.  before  he  came  to  twenty 
one  years,  then  his  executors  should  occupy  it  till  D.  was  twenty- 
one  years  of  age.     It  was  held  that  C.  took  an  estate  tail  by  im- 
plicatiODy  as  well  by  the  words — ''  If  he  die  before  he  has  issue/' 
as  if  it  had  been,  '^  If  he  die  without  issue." 

33.  One  Counden  devised  as  follows : — **  As  touching:  all  my  Counden  v. 

.  .        Gierke, 

lands  in  T.,  &c.  whereof  I  now  stand  seised,  which  of  right  will.  Hob.  29. 
and  my  only  intent  and  meaning  is,  shall  descend  and  come  unto 
John  Counden  my  son,  after  my  decease,  this  is  my  will."  And 
then  appoints  that  certain  persons  should  receive  the  profits  of 
them  till  his  son  came  to  twenty-four  years,  and  then  they  to 
make  an  account  and  satisfy  him.  Then  adds  this  clause, — 
"  Provided  always,  that  if  my  son  John  shall  happen  to  decease 
without  issue  of  his  body,  then  I  will  all  and  singular  my  said 
lands,  8cc.  shall  go  unto  the  right  heirs  males  and  posterity  of 
my  name  for  ever."  It  was  held  that  John  Counden  took  an 
estate  tail. 

34.  R.  W.  having  two  sons,  Richard  the  elder,  and  William  Walter  v. 
the  younger,  devised  in  these  words  : — ^*  It  is  my  will,  that  if  codk'r.  372. 
Richard  my  son  shall  happen  to  die,  and  leave  no  issue  of  his  t^!['Yf  ?°°' 
body  lawfully  begotten,  that  then  and  in  that  case,  and  not  other- 
wise, after  the  death  of  the  said  Richard  my  son,  I  give  and  be- 
queath all  my  lands  of  inheritance  in  L.  unto  the  said  William 

my  son,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same,  after  the  death  of  the  said 
Richard,  to  him  and  his  heirs."  Adjudged  by  Baron  Price,  that 
Richard  took  an  estate  tail  by  implication. 

35.  1. 6.  having  two  sons,  Richard  and  John,  devised  all  his  Goodndge  v. 

_  Goodridge, 

lands  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  then  proceeded  in  these  words, —  7  Mod.  453. 
**  And  my  will  is,  that  if  my  son  Richard  do  happen  to  die  with-      ^  ^    ' 
out  heirs,  then  my  son  John  shall  enjoy  my  lands."    Resolved, 
that  Richard  took  an  estate  tail  by  implication. 

36.  A  person  having  issue  a  son,  B.,  who  was  his  heir  ap-  Gardiner  o. 
parent,  and  two  daughters,  devised  in  these  words : — *'  If  it  i  Ab?Eq.  197. 
happen  my  son  B.  and  my  two  daughters  to  die  without  issue 

of  Uieir  bodies  lawfully  begotten,  then  all  my  lands  shall  be  and 
remain  to  my  nephew  D.  and  his  heirs  for  ever." 

It  was  held,  I.  That  no  express  estate  was  by  this  will  given 
to  his  children.  II.  Nor  any  estate  by  implication ;  because 
then  it  must  either  be  a  joint  estate  for  life,  with  several  inhe- 
ritances in  tail,  or  several  estates  tail  in  succession  one  after 
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another.  The  last  it  could  not  be,  because  it  was  uncertain 
which  should  take  firsts  which  next ;  and  the  first  it  should  not 
be,  because  the  heir  at  law  is  not  to  be  disinherited  without  a 
necessary  implicationi  which  in  this  case  there  was  not ;  for  it 
was  only  a  designation  or  appoiutment  of  the  time  when  the 
land  should  come  to  the  nephew. 

37.  It  was  resolved  in  1  &  2  Eliz.  that  a  devise  to  A.  and  the 
heirs  male  of  his  body,  and  if  he  chance  to  die  without  heirs  of 
his  body,  remainder  over,  only  created  an  estate  in  tail  male ; 
because  an  implication  shall  not  controul  an  express  limitation. 

38.  A  devise  to  a  person  generally,  without  any  words  of  limi- 
tation, which  of  itself  would  create  no  more  than  an  estate  for 
life,  may  be  enlarged  by  implication  into  an  estate  tail. 

39.  M.  Sooday  devised  a  hoase  to  Margaret  his  wife  for  life, 
and  after  her  decease,  his  son  William  to  have  it ;  and  if  his  son 
William  married,  and  had  by  his  wife  any  male  issue,  lawfully 
begotten  of  his  body,  then  his  son  to  have  it ;  if  he  had  no  male 
issue  lawfully  begotten  of  his  body,  then  his  son  Samuel  to  have 
the  house.  And  added  a  clause,  that  if  any  of  his  sons  or  their 
heirs  male,  issue  of  their  bodies,  went  about  to  alien  or  mort- 
gage the  house,  then  the  next  heir  to  enter. 

It  was  resolved  that  an  estate  tail  male  was  created,  for  three 
reasons.  I.  Because  the  testator  says,  *^  If  he  bath  no  issue 
male,  his  next  son  to  have  it,"  which  was  as  much  as  to  say, 
"  if  William  dies  without  issue  male,'*  which  words  were  sufficient 
to  create  an  estate  tail  in  him.  II.  The  last  clause,  '^  if  any  of 
his  sons  or  their  heirs  male,  issue  of  their  bodies,  go  about,"  &c. 
III.  The  thing  prohibited  proved  it,  for  if  the  sons  only  took  an 
estate  for  life,  this  restraint  would  have  been  idle. 

40.  A  person  devised  to  his  three  daughters,  to  be  equally 
divided  ;  and  if  any  of  them  died  before  the  other,  then  the  one 
to  be  the  other's  heir,  equally  to  be  divided ;  and  if  his  three 
daughters  died  without  issue,  then  he  willed  it  to  two  strangers. 
Adjudged  that  the  daughters  took  estates  tail. 

41.  A  psEson  devised  land  to  his  wife  Cemt  Jife,  and  after  to  his 
son,  and  if  his  son  died  without  issue,  having  no  son,  that  another 
should  have  it.    Adjudged  that  the  son  took  an  estate  tail. 

42.  A  man  having  issue  two  sons,  devised  all  his  land  to  his 
eldest  sen,  and  if  he  died  without  heirs  male,  then  to  his  other 
son  in  like  noanner. 
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The  Ck>urt  said,  it  was  plain  the  word  body,  which  properly 
created  an  estate  tail,  was  left  out ;  but  the  intent  of  the  testator 
might  be  collected  out  of  his  will,  that  he  designed  an  estate 
tail,  for  without  this  devise,  it  would  have  gone  to  his  second 
800,  if  the  first  had  died  without  issue.  It  was  therefore  an  estate 
tail. 

43.  R.  Johnson  being  seised  in  fee  of  a  copyhold  estate,  de-  Hmv.Tsyior, 
vised  to  J.  W.  bis  house  in  the  Btodk.  nnd  30/. ;  and  to  W.  T.,       ^* 

bis  sister's  son,  a  house  with  the  ground  and  outhouses  thereto 
bdonging;  and  declared  bis  will  and  meaning  to  be,  that  if 
either  of  the  persons  before  named  died  without  issue  lawfully 
begotten,  then  the  said  legacy  should  be  divided  equally  between 
tbem  that  were  left  alive.  Adj  udged  that  W.  T.  took  an  estate  tail. 

44.  A  person  devised  to  the  three  sons  of  C.  D.  successively  Evans  v. 

in  tail  male,  remainder  to  every  son  and  sons  of  the  said  C.  D.  3  3^^'  y^j^^ 

which  should  be  begotten  on  the  body  of  Sarah  his  wife ;  and 

for  want  of  such  issue  to  W.  H.  &c.;  with  a  proviso  that  the 

first  devisee  and  others  to  whom  the  estate  was  devised  and  his 

and  their  descendants  should,  when  in  possession,  take  the  sur- 

oame  and  arms  of  the  testator. 

The  Court  resolved,  that  the  after-bom  sons  took  several 
estates  in  tail  male,  in  succession ;  as  the  words,  for  want  of  such 
issue,  must  be  construed,  for  want  of  heirs  male  of  the  body ; 
and  that  this  was  the  true  construction. 

45.  A  person  devised  in  these  words :  '*  I  gite  and  bequeath  Denn  v.  sutef, 
aU  my  copyhold  lands  to  my  nephew  Isaac  Slater ;  but  if  the 

aforesaid  Isaac  Slater  shall  die  without  male  heir,  then  my  will 
is,  that  my  nephew  John  Slater  shall  enter  upon  and  enjoy  the 
said  copyhold  lands,  bis  heirs  or  assigns  for  ever :  provided  the 
aforesaid  Isaac  ^ter  paid  to  his  wife  Elizabeth  the  sum  of  8/. 
a  year  during  her  life,  with  a  power  of  entry  to  the  wife  if  the 
annuity  was  not  paid.'' 

It  was  contended  that  Isaac  took  a  fee  by  reason  of  the 
annuity. 

Lord  Kenyon  said  it  was  clear,  from  all  the  cases  on  the  sub- 
ject, that  Isaac  took  only  an  estate  tail.  He  cited  the  case  of 
Blaxton  t^.  Stone,  and  Burley's  case,  43  £Uz.  stated  by  Lord 
Hale  in  1  Vent.  230 ;  which  was  a  devise  to  A.  for  life,  remain- 
der to  the  next  heir  male ;  for  default  of  such  heir  male,  then  to 
remain.    Adjudged  an  estate  tail. 

r2 
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Doe  «.  Fyides,        With  regard  to  the  other  question,  the  law  was  very  accurately 

'  *  '         stated  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  the  case  in  Cowper,  where  an  estate 

was  given  generally,  without  adding  words  which  would  create 

a  fee,  or  an  estate  tail,  and  it  was  charged  with  the  payment  of 

annuities ;  the  devisee  took  a  fee ;  but  that  was  not  the  case 

where  an  estate  tail  was  given  to  the  devisee. 

A  deiriie  for  life       46.  Au  express  devise  to  a  person  for  life  may  be  enlarged  by 

edmtoanesute  subsequent  words,  or  by  a  necessary  implication,  into  an  estate 

^^*  tail ;  for  where  an  estate  is  devised  to  a  person  for  life,  with  a 

devise  over,  which  is  not  to  take  effect  while  there  is  any  issue 

of  the  devisee  for  life,  if  there  be  no  words  in  the  will  under 

which  the  issue  can  take  as  purchasers,  the  courts,  in  order  to 

carry  the  manifest  general  intent  of  the  testator  into  effect,  have 

disregarded  the  particular  intent,  and  by  enlarging  the  estate 

devised  for  life  into  an  estate  tail,  have  let  in  all  the  issue  of  the 

first  devisee. 

Lanffley  o.  47.  Lands  were  devised  to  A.  for  life,  without  waste,  with  a 

1  p.  Wms.759.  power  to  make  a  jointure ;  remainder  to  his  first,  second,  and  so 

Pit'l^'^ra        to  his  sixth  son,  and  no  further:  after  which  followed  these 

8  Mod.  258.  '  .  ' 

words,  '^  if  A.  should  die  without  issue  male  of  his  body,  then  to 

B,  in  fee." 

This  case  having  been  sent  out  of  Chancery  to  the  Court  of 

C.  B.,  it  was  resolved  there,  that  there  being  no  limitation  be- 
yond the  sixth  son,  and  for  that  there  might  be  a  seventh,  who 
was  not  intended  to  be  excluded,  therefore  to  let  in  the  seventh 
and  subsequent  sons  to  take,  but  still  to  take  as  issue  and  heirs 
of  the  body  of  A.  in  tail  by  descent,  and  not  by  purchase,  the 
Court  held  the  words,  ''  in  case  A.  should  die  without  issue 
male  of  his  body,"  did  in  a  will  make  an  estate  tail. 

Att-Gen.«.  48.  J.  Sutton  devised  a  house  to  his  nephew  Thomas  Sutton 

1  p?Wros.754.  fo^  ^^^  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  and  after  his  death, 

to  the  first  son  or  issue  male  of  his  body,  lawfully  b^;otten,  and 
to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  such  first  son ;  and  for  default 
of  such  issue,  to  the  second  son  or  issue  male  of  the  body  of  the 
said  Thomas,  lawfully  to  be  begotten  for  ever.  And  from  and 
immediately  after  the  death  of  the  testator's  wife,  and  of  his  said 
nephew  Thomas  Sutton,  without  issue  male  of  his  body,  or  after 
the  death  of  such  issue  male,  he  devised  all  the  said  premises  to. 
trustees  for  charitable  purposes. 
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It  was  resolved  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer^  that  Thomas  Sut- 
ton took  an  estate  tail  by  implication. 
On  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  it  was  insisted  on  behalf  3  Bro.  Pari. 

.  .  Ca.  75. 

of  the  appellants,  that  it  was  most  manifestly  the  intention  of  the 
testator,  that  his  nephew  Thomas  Sutton,  who  was  not  his  heir 
at  law,  should  have  no  greater  estate  than  for  his  life  only ;  and 
accordingly  the  estate  was  expressly  limited  to  him  for  and 
during  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  with  remainders  to  his  sons  as 
purchasers.  That  it  could  not  be  pretended  there  were  any 
words  in  the  will  which  in  a  deed  could  possibly  have  created  an 
estate  tail  in  Thomas  Sutton :  if  therefore  any  such  estate  was 
created,  it  must  be  by  implication,  or  presumption  of  the  testa* 
tor's  intention,  and  not  by  the  legal  import  or  construction  of  the 
words  themselves;  but  that  such  an  implication  was  directly 
contrary  to  the  express  declaration  of  the  testator  in  almost  every 
branch  of  his  will,  as  well  as  destructive  of  the  charities  which 
he  intended  to  establish. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  argued,  that  under  the  testator's 
will,  Thomas  Sutton  took  an  estate  tail  by  implication,  the  re- 
mainder being  after  his  death  without  issue  male.  As  to  the 
objection  that  the  limitation  after  his  death,  without  issue  male 
of  his  body,  was  to  be  understood,  such  issue  male  as  was  men- 
tioned in  the  wiU,  viz.  his  first  and  second  sons ;  it  was  answered 
that  all  the  issue  male  which  Thomas  Sutton  might  possibly 
have,  viz.  his  third,  fourth,  and  every  other  son  and  sons,  not 
being  expressly  provided  for  by  the  will,  the  limitation  after  his 
death  without  issue  male,  raised  the  same  estate  to  him  by  im- 
plication, as  if  it  had  been  limited  to  him  and  his  issue  male,  in 
express  words. 

The  decree  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  was  affirmed. 

49.  On  a  trial  at  the  great  sessions  for  the  county  of  Flint,  Soarrow  v. 
the  jury  found  a  special  verdict,  that  T.  Ravenscroft  had  devised  3  3^0*.  Pari, 
lands  to  trustees  and  the  survivor  of  them,  in  trust  for  his  sisters  ^^'  ^^^' 
Ann  and  Dorothy,  equally  between  them,  during  their  natural 
lives,  without  committing  any  manner  of  waste :  and  if  either  of 
his  said  sisters  happened  to  die  leaving  issue  or  issues  of  her  or 
their  bodies,  then  in  trust  for  such  issue  or  issues  of  the  mother's 
shares,  or  else  in  trust  for  the  survivor  or  survivors  of  them,  and 
their  respective  issue  or  issues:  and  if  it  should  happen  that  [Wardo.Be?ii. 

1   Yo.  &  Jer. 
512.] 
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both  his  said  sisters  died  without  issue  as  aforesaid,  and  their 
issue  or  issues  to  die  without  issue  or  issues,  then  the  trustees  to 
stand  seised  for  his  kinsman  John  Swift,  and  the  heirs  male  of 
his  body.  The  Court  of  Great  Sessicxis  determined  that  Dorothy, 
having  survived  her  sister  Ann,  was  tenant  in  tail  of  one  moiety 
under  the  devise,  and  of  the  other  moiety  as  a  remainder,  upon 
the  death  of  her  sister  without  issue. 
Shaw  V.  Weigh,  (Jpon  a  writ  of  error  in  the  Court  of  K.  B.  Lord  Ch.  J.  Ray- 
Vi!^  c.  14.  mond  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  in  a  long  and  elaborate 
argument,  that  Ann  and  Dorothy  took  only  an  estate  for  life: 
that  the  word  issue,  in  the  first  place,  was  a  word  of  purchase, 
and  the  subsequent  words  were  words  of  limitation,  and  created 
an  estate  tail  in  such  issue.  Consequently  the  judgment  of  the 
court  of  great  sessions  was  reversed. 

A  writ  of  error  was  then  brought  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
where  it  was  argued  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  that  by 
the  words  and  intention  of  the  will,  the  testator's  two  sisters, 
Ann  and  Dorothy,  had  an  estate  tail,  as  tenants  in  common,  with 
cross  remainders  of  their  several  moieties ;  and  as  Ann  died 
without  issue,  Dorothy  became  entitled  to  the  whole  estate ;  for 
that  in  construction  of  law,  a  devise  to  one  with  a  limitation 
over  to  another,  if  such  first  person  dies  without  issue,  creates 
an  estate  tail  in  that  person,  as  well  as  if  the  devise  had  been  to 
him  or  her,  and  the  heirs  of  his  or  her  body. 

For  the  defendant  in  error  it  was  said  to  be  a  known  rule  iu 
the  construction  of  wills,  that  the  intention  of  the  devisor  ought 
in  all  cases  to  be  observed,  if  it  can  be,  consistent  with  the  rules 
of  law.  Now  this  devise  was  expressly  to  the  sisters  during 
their  natural  lives,  with  the  addition  of  this  restrictive  clause, 
without  committing  any  manner  of  waste,  which  showed  the 
intent  of  the  testator  strongly,  that  his  sisters  should  only  have 
an  estate  for  life ;  for  if  he  had  intended  them  an  estate  tail,  he 
eould  not  have  restrained  them  from  committing  waste.  That 
the  next  devise  was  to  the  issue  of  the  sisters,  with  the  limita- 
tions annexed  thereto,  as  in  the  will ;  and  it  was  contended  for  by 
the  plaintiffs  in  error,  that  the  word  issue  was  a  word  oS  limita- 
tion, and  should  raise  an  estate  tail  in  the  sisters.  But  it  was 
hoped  that  issue  would  here  be  construed  as  a  word  of  purchase, 
and  a  designation  of  the  persons  intended  to  take  the  estate,  in 
which  case  it  could  never  extend  to  enlarge  the  estate  given  to 


Titk  XXXVIII.  Devise.  Ch.  XII.  s.  49.  247 

the  sisters  for  life.  In  a  will  it  might  sometimes  be  taken  as  a 
word  of  limitation^  to  answer  the  testator's  intention,  where  such 
intention  appeared  manifestly  from  the  construction  of  the  whole 
will.  But  in  the  present  case  it  was  plain  the  testator  intended 
that  the  issue  of  his  sisters  should  take  by  purchase,  and  thefre- 
fore  he  made  use  of  the  word  issue  as  a  designation  of  the  per- 
sons who  were  to  take ;  for  he  did  not  barely  give  the  estate  to 
the  issue  or  issues  of  his  sisters,  but  further  devised  it  to  the 
survivor  or  survivors  of  them,  and  their  respective  issue  or  issues, 
that  is,  to  the  issue  or  issues  of  such  issue  or  issues  as  his  sisters 
should  leave;  for  the  word  survivors  in  the  plural  number  was 
not  applicable  to  the  sisters,  there  being  but  two  of  them,  but 
must  relate  to  their  issue.  The  first  limitation  therefore  was  to 
the  issue  of  the  issue,  whence  the  first  issue,  to  whose  estate  this 
limitation  was  annexed,  must  take  by  purchase. 

It  had  been  objected  that  the  word  issue  was  nomen  col- 
leetivum,  and  should  take  in  ail  the  descendants,  and  consequently 
ereate  an  estate  tail  in  the  sisters.  But  the  word  issue  was  only 
to  be  understood  in  this  sense  when  it  was  a  word  of  limitation ; 
for  it  had  always  been  taken  in  a  different  sense  when  it  was  a 
word  of  purchase.  It  had  also  been  insisted  on,  that  an  estate 
tail  should  be  raised  in  the  sisters  by  implication,  from  these 
words,  if  it  shall  happen  that  both  my  said  sisters  die  without  issue 
as  aforesaid^  and  their  isssue  or  issues  to  die  without  issue  or  issues, 
then  the  subsequent  remainders  were  given.  Wherever  an  estate 
tail  had  been  raised  by  implication,  it  had  been  to  answer  the 
apparent  intention  of  the  testator ;  but  in  the  present  case  the 
very  words  from  which  an  estate  tail  was  to  be  implied,  showed 
that  the  testator  took  notice  that  he  had  before  limited  the 
estate  to  the  issue  of  the  issue.  Besides,  the  words  were  not 
general,  if  both  my  said  sisters  die  without  issue ;  but,  if  both  my 
said  sisters  die  without  issue  as  aforesaid,  which  showed  the  testa- 
tor's intention  not  to  enlarge  the  estate  before  given  to  his 
sisters. 

The  Judges  attended,  and  having  conferred  with  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  his  Lordship  acquainted  the  house,  that  the  Judges 
of  the  King's  Bench  were  of  the  same  opinion  they  were  when 
they  gave  judgment  in  this  case ;  but  that  there  was  a  difference 
of  opinion  in  the  Judges  of  the  Common  Pleas  and  Barons  of  Stanley  v. 
the  Exchequer,  who  desired  time  to  confer,  in  order  to  be  more  ^£5*^^87. 

Amb.  2&5. 
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clear  in  their  opinions.  Some  days  after,  all  the  Judges  at- 
tended ;  and  after  delivering  their  opinions  seriatim  in  relation 
to  a  point  of  law  to  them  proposed,  it  was  ordered  and  adjudged 
that  the  judgment  given  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  re- 
versiug  a  judgment  given  in  the  court  of  great  sessions,  should 
be  reversed ;  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  great  sessions 
should  be  affirmed. 
Robinson  v.  50.  O.  Robinson  devised  a  real  estate  to  Launcelot  Hicks, 

1  Burr.  38.        ^^^  ^^^  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  and  no  longer ;  pro- 

2  Ves.  s.  226.    vided  he  altered  his  name  and  took  that  of  Robinson,  and  lived 
Lord  Ken.  R.     at  his  house  at  Bochym  ;  and  after  his  decease,  to  such  son  as 

298.  J       ^  ' 

he  should  have,  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  taking  the  name  of 
Robinson ;  and  for  default  of  such  issue,  then  he  bequeathed  the 
same  to  his  cousin  W.  R.  and  his  heirs  for  ever. 

Upon  a  bill  to  establish  this  will,  and  to  carry  the  trusts  of 
it  into  execution.  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll  declared  that  Launcelot 
Hicks,  alias  Robinson,  was  entitled  to  an  estate  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  his  eldest  and  but  one  son,  for  his  life ;  and  that  the 
remainder  would  go  over  to  W.  R. 

On  an  appeal  from  this  decree.  Lord  Talbot  affirmed  it,  as 
to  the  interest  which  L.  Hicks  took  in  the  testator's  estate 
under  his  will,  by  a  declaration  in  the  very  words  of  the  former 
decree. 

Launcelot  Hicks  had  two  sods,  George,  who  died  an  infant, 
and  Edmund,  who  filed  another  bill  against  W.  R.  the  devisee 
in  remainder,  and  the  trustees,  for  an  execution  of  the  trusts 
of  the  will. 

Lord  Hardwicke  ordered  a  case  to  be  made  for  the  opiniou 
of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  upon  the  following  question : — 
**  Whether  any  and  what  estate  or  interest  in  the  premises  in 
question,  did,  by  virtue  of  the  said  will,  vest  in  the  said  Edmund." 

The  Judges  certified  their  opinion,  that  upon  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  will,  Launcelot  Hicks  must  by  necessary  impli- 
cation, to  effectuate  the  manifest  general  intent  of  the  testator, 
be  construed  to  take  an  estate  in  tail  male ;  he  and  the  heirs 
male  of  his  body  taking  the  name  of  Robinson ;  notwithstanding 
the  express  estate  devised  to  the  said  L.  Hicks  for  his  life,  and 
no  longer* 

The  cause  coming  on  to  be  heard  on  this  certificate,  before  the 
Lords  Commissioners,  they  confirmed  it, 
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On  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  it  was  argued  on  behalf  3  Bro.  Pari, 
of  the  appellant,  that  the  greatest  difficulty  occurring  in  the 
construction  of  wills  was,  to  form  a  true  judgment  where  the 
presumed  general  intent  of  a  testator  ought  to  prevail,  and  where 
the  legal  operation  of  his  words  shonld  take  place.  If  the  in- 
tention could  be  collected  clearly  from  plain  decisive  evidences, 
such  as  had  been  received  and  allowed  in  courts  of  law  and 
equity,  by  the  current  of  authorities  in  similar  cases,  it  must 
prevail.  But  if,  on  the  one  hand,  the  presumed  intention  be 
obscure  and  ambiguous,  not  necessarily  implied  in  the  words, 
and  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  legal  operation,  and  if,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  legal  operation  produces  a  clear  uniform  sense, 
without  contradiction  or  absurdity,  that  construction  ought  to 
be  preferred  which  explains  the  intention  of  the  testator  with 
the  least  violence  to  his  words.  That  though  this  case  arose 
upon  the  devise  of  a  trust,  yet  the  Court  of  Chancery,  in  sending 
it  to  a  court  of  law,  judged  that  it  ought  to  be  governed  by  the 
same  rules  of  construction  as  the  devise  of  a  legal  estate ;  and 
it  was  submitted  that  the  will  afforded  no  stronger  coercive  legal 
evidences  of  intent,  such  as  must  induce  a  courtof  law,  from  the 
necessity  of  his  meaning,  to  over-rule  the  legal  operation  of  his 
words,  and  vest  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  tail  male  in  L.  Hicks, 
in  prejudice  to  his  heir  at  law. 

It  would  serve  to  explain  the  grounds  on  which  the  appellant 
proceeded,  if  it  was  considered,  I.  What  estate  was  devised 
to  L.  Hicks  the  father ;  II.  What  estate  was  devised  to  his  son. 
As  to  the  first  question  the  testator  had  not  left  the  possibility 
of  a  doubt,  if  his  express  declaration  deserved  any  weight.  He 
devised  all  his  estate  to  L.  Hicks  the  father  for  life,  and  no  longer; 
enforcing  his  devise  by  negative  words,  which  had  hitherto  been 
allowed,  in  all  the  cases  adjudged,  to  be  sufficient  to  prevent 
any  implication  by  way  of  enlarging  the  estate,  and  extending 
the  duration  of  it ;  so  that  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
grounded  upon  the  certificate  of  the  Court  of  K.  B.,  controlled 
not  only  the  legal  force  of  the  words,  but  their  meaning  in 
common  use,  and  in  effect  expunged  them  out  of  the  will :  that  as 
ail  the  authorities  concurred  against  enlarging  an  estate  for  life 
into  an  estate  of  inheritance,  where  negative  words  were  added, 
to  strengthen  the  express  devise ;  so  likewise  they  were  uniform 
in  not  raising  an  estate  tail  by  implication  in  the  tenant  for 
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life,  either  by  way  of  present  estate  in  possession,  or  by  way  of 
remainder  in  tail,  after  other  limitations,  unless  the  testator  had 
limited  express  estates  of  inheritance  to  some  of  the  sons  or  issue 
of  the  ancestor,  tenant  for  life,  nominaiim,  or  by  description  ;  and 
then  devised  over  the  lands  to  another  family,  in  default  of  issue 
generally  of  that  ancestor.  But  this  was  the  first  case  in  which 
it  had  been  held  that  the  tenant  for  life  took  an  estate  tail  by 
implication,  in  virtue  of  the  connecting  words,  '^  for  want  of  such 
issue,''  where  the  default  of  issue  on  which  the  implication  was 
raised,  was  not  general,  but  relative,  by  force  of  the  word  suck, 
to  a  particular  antecedent  limitation ;  and  where  that  antecedent 
limitation  was  made  only  to  one  son  of  the  tenant  for  life,  with- 
out any  collective  description  of  his  heirs  male,  or  heirs  of 
his  body,  and  without  any  words  devising  an  inheritance  to 
that  son. 

As  to  the  second  question, — what  estate  was  devised  to  the 
son  of  L.  Hicks, — if  the  father  took  only  an  estate  for  life,  there 
was  no  colour  to  say  that  any  one  conid  entitle  himself  as  de- 
visee of  an  estate  of  inheritance,  by  words  of  purchase  in  the 
will.  The  devise  was  made,  after  the  death  of  L.  Hicks,  to 
such  son  as  he  should  have:  no  express  words  of  limitation 
were  annexed  to  it,  to  give  an  inheritance ;  no  words  on  which 
it  could  be  implied  :  the  only  doubt  arising  on  some  words  which 
referred  clearly  to  a  failure  of  issue  (whether  a  general  or 
limited  failure  was  the  question),  not  of  the  son,  but  of  the 
father;  hence  it  followed  that  the  son  intended  by  the  will 
could  only  take  an  estate  for  life. 

In  support  of  the  decree,  it  was  contended  that  the  words 
son,  children,  issue,  and  heir,  in  a  will,  where  no  son  was  ia 
being  at  the  time  of  the  devise,  were  nomna  colleciioa,  and 
sufficient  to  create  an  estate  of  inheritance,  and  carry  the  land, 
not  only  to  the  immediate  heir  or  issue,  but  to  all  that  descended 
from  the  devisee :  that  the  testator  in  this  case  could  not  have 
any  particular  person  in  view  to  take,  but  the  issue  nmle  of  L. 
Hicks  in  a  collective  sense,  was  clear ;  because  at  the  time  of 
making  his  will  L.  Hicks  was  a  bachelor,  and  therefore  to  sop- 
pose  he  could  mean  to  give  a  life  estate  only  to  some  one  son  of 
L.  Hicks,  not  then  in  being,  would  be  a  construction  equally 
illiberal  and  absurd :  that  this  was  made  still  plainer  by  the 
words  which  followed,  namely,  **  for  default  of  such  issue ;"  for 


Tiile  XXXVIIL  DemBe.  Ch.  XII.  «.  60-^1.  261 

these  words  explained  what  kind  of  an  estate,  as  to  its  con- 
tinuance  or  duration,  the  devisee  should  take,  and  were  so 
frequently  used  to  denote  an  estate  tail,  that  they  were  become 
almost  technical :  so  that  express  words  were  hardly  better  to 
be  understood  than  the  implication  arising  from  this  phrase: 
that  in  the  case  of  wills  the  testator  was  inops  consiliij  and  had 
Dot  always  opportunities  of  observing  the  formalities  of  law :  and 
it  was  a  general  rule  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  was  to 
govern  in  the  construction  of  wills ;  and  that  the  Judges  would 
go  as  far  as  they  could  to  assist  and  give  effect  to  such  intention; 
aud  therefore  as  the  word  son  would  in  a  will  signify  an  estate 
tail,  as  well  as  the  words  issue  or  children,  it  was  insisted  that  the 
devise  in  the  will  must,  by  consequence  and  operation  of  law,  to 
manifest  the  intent  of  the  testator,  be  construed  to  create  an 
estate  tail. 

The  Jndges  were  directed  to  give  their  opinions  upon  the  fol- 
lowing question; — Whether  any  and  what  estate  or  interest 
vested  in  Edmund  Hicks;  to  which  the  Lord  Ch.  B.  delivered 
their  unanimous  opinion,  that  an  estate  in  tail  male  was  vested 
Id  Edmund  Hicks,  as  heir  male  of  the  body  of  Launcelot  Hicks  : 
whereupon  the  decree  was  affirmed. 

51.  A.  Dymock  devised  to  his  nephew,  William  Dymock,  all  Doev.  Aoplin, 
his  freehold  estate  at  A.,  to  hold  to  him  during  his  natural  life; 
and  after  his  decease,  to  and  amongst  his  issue ;  and  in  default 
of  issue,  to  be  divided  between  his  nephew  and  niece,  their  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever. 

Lord  Kenyon. — ''  Although  this  will  is  very  inaccurately 
drawn,  I  think  we  may  collect  the  devisor's  general  intention, 
from  the  words  of  it.  The  great  question  in  this  case  is,  what 
estate  W.  Dymock  took  under  the  will.  In  the  first  clause  the 
estate  is  expressed  to  be  given  only  during  his  natural  Ufe;  but 
in  the  next  limitation,  it  is  to  go  to  his  issue,  and  in  default  of 
issue  only,  it  was  to  go  over ;  it  is  clear,  therefore,  from  the  whole 
of  the  will,  that  the  devisor  did  not  intend  that  it  should  go 
over  to  those  in  remainder,  until  after  a  general  failure  of  issue 
in  W.  Dymock.  Now  I  think  we  are  warranted  by  many  de- 
terminations, and  particularly  by  that  of  Robinson  v.  Hicks,  to 
give  that  effect  to  the  will  which  will  best  answer  the  devisor's 
general  intention,  though  by  so  doing  we  may  defeat  some  parti' 
ciilar  intent.    Here  the  general  intent  was,  that  W.  Dymock  and 
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his  issue  should  take  first :  then  what  construction  will  best 
effectuate  that  intention.  It  has  been  argued  by  the  plaintiff's 
counsel,  that  W.  Dymock  took  only  an  estate  for  life,  and  his 
children  an  estate  tail ;  but  it  would  be  difficult  to  put  two  dif- 
ferent interpretations  on  the  word  issue :  and  even  if  that  could 
be  done,  it  would  not  further  the  intention  of  the  devisor  in  this 
case  ;  for  there  are  no  cross  remainders  to  the  children,  and  they 
never  can  be  implied;  so  that  according  to  the  construction 
contended  for,  if  one  of  the  children  died,  his  share  would  go 
over  to  those  in  remainder,  in  prejudice  of  those  children  who 
survived,  which  was  certainly  not  intended  by  the  devisor. 
Therefore  we  shall  best  answer  his  general  intent  by  saying  that 

D«iin»  Jttc^,  W,  Dymock  took  an  estate  tail :  and  in  so  determining,  we  shall 

not  go  further  than  has  been  done  in  other  cases."  Judgment 
was  given  accordingly. 

Doe  V.  Smith,        62.  A  person  devised  all  his  freehold  messuages,  8cc.  to  his 

7  Term  H.  'i31  ^      ' 

'  daughter  Mary  Ayscough,  and  the  heirs  of  her  body  lawfully  to 
be  begotten,  for  ever,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint 
tenants ;  and  in  case  his  said  daughter  should  happen  to  die 
before  twenty-one,  or  without  having  issue  on  her  body  lawfully 
begotten,  then  he  gave  his  freehold  messuages  to  R.  Ayscough 
in  fee. 

Lord  Kenyon  said,  it  was  a  rule  of  construction  in  cases  of 
this  kind,  settled  by  a  variety  of  decisions,  but  particularly  by 
that  of  Robinson  v.  Hicks,  that  where  it  appeared  in  a  will  that 
the  testator  had  a  general  intention,  and  also  a  secondary  inten- 
tion, and  they  clashed,  the  latter  must  give  way  to  the  former. 
Here  were  no  words  of  limitation  added  to  the  estate  given  to 
the  children  (supposing  they  took  as  purchasers),  and  yet  the 
remainder  over  was  not  to  take  place  till  there  was  a  general 
failure  of  her  issue ;  so  that  there  must  be  an  estate  to  compre- 
hend all  her  children  for  ever.     He  concluded  in  these  words: — 
<'  I  admit  that  in  this  case  the  testator  intended  that  his  daughter 
[Doe  dem.         '^*  ^*  should  only  take  an  estate  for  life,  and  that  her  children 
Wright  V.         should  take  as  purchasers ;  but  then  he  also  intended  that  all 
Selw.  95.    '      the  progeny  of  those  children  should  take  before  any  interest 
nii^g  \>^v.     sbould  vest  in  his  more  remote  relations ;  now  the  latter  inten- 
G^,  11  East,    ii^u  cannot  be  carried  into  effect  unless  M.  Ayscoueh  takes  an 

668.  Doev.  *  t         %        o  •         /*. 

Feathentone,     estate  in  tail ;  m  order,  therefore,  to  give  effect  to  the  devisor's 

1  Bar.  k  AdoL 
944.] 
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general  iatention,  according  to  the  fair  construction  of  the  wiU| 
M.  Ayscough  must  take  an  estate  tail/' 

53.  H.  Cook  devised  a  messuage  to  R.  Cook  for  the  term  only  Doe  v.  Cooper, 
of  bis  natural  life ;  and  after  his  decease,  he  gave  and  devised       ^ ' 

the  same  unto  the  lawful  issue  of  the  said  R.  Cook,  as  tenants  in 
common;  but  in  case  the  said  R.  Cook  should  die  without 
leaving  lawful  issue,  then,  and  in  such  case,  after  his  decease,  he 
gave  and  devised  the  same  to  Eliz.  Harding  in  fee. 

Lord  Kenyon  said,  it  had  been  the  settled  doctrine  of  West- 
minster Hall,  for  the  preceding  forty  or  fifty  years,  that  there 
might  be  a  general  and  a  particular  intent  in  a  will ;  and  that 
the  latter  must  give  way,  when  the  former  could  not  otherwise 
be  carried  into  effect.  That  this  doctrine  had  been  confirmed  by 
the  cases  of  Robinson  v.  Hicks,  Roe  v.  Grew,  and  others.  That 
perhaps  the  Court  would  best  fulfil  the  particular  intent  of  the 
testator  in  this  case,  by  giving  R.  Cook  only  an  estate  for  life ; 
but  the  general  intent  was,  that  all  his  issue  should  inherit  the 
entire  estate,  before  it  went  over ;  and  that  intent  could  only  be  Peanoa  v. 
answered  by  giving  him  an  estate  tail,  by  implication  from  the  ^^^^540 
subsequent  words,  in  default  of  his  leaving  issue.  Wight  v.  Leigh, 

,    /  ,.      ,  ^  l5Ve8.664. 

Judgment  was  given  accordmgly, 

54.  In  the  case  of  a  devise  to  the  use  of  testator's  daughter  Merest  v. 

for  her  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  the  use  of  the  issue  of  her  ^  3^  Bi.484. 
body  lawfully  begotten,  and  in  default  of  issue,  or  in  case  none 
of  such  issue  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  to 
testator's  brother  S.  for  life,  and  after  his  death  to  the  use  of  the 
issue  of  his  body ;  and  in  default  of  issue,  or  in  case  none  of 
such  issue  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  to 
another  brother  and  his  issue  in  the  same  manner.  The  Court 
of  C.  P.  held  that  the  daughter  took  only  an  estate  for  life. 

55.  Where  an  estate  for  life  is  devised  to  a  person,  with  a  sub- 
sequent devise  to  his  heirs,  or  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  the  y^^^  ^h.  14. 
devisee  will  take  an  estate  in  fee  or  an  estate  tail ;  in  conse- 
quence of  a  rule  of  construction  which  shall  be  stated  hereafter. 
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CHAP.  XIII. 

Construction — What  words  create  an  Estate  for  Life,  a  Term 
for  Tears,  and  uncertain  Interests. 

Sect.    I.  Where  ten  expresM  Estate  for     Sect.  $8.  The  Word  Estate  «•*«  de- 
Life  u  firm.  uri^ive  of  loeai  SUwkHoh. 

6.  Though  a  Power  ^Diofooing  41.  The  Word  HeredUomeui. 

be  added.  42.  Where  the  gemerai  Intent  it 

to  give  a  life  Estate^  though 


9.  A  Devise  without  any  Words 

of  Limitation. 
0S.  Though  charged  vifft  a  Pay- 

mont, 
86.  Or  an  Annuity  during  the 

Life  of  the  Devisee. 


words  ofUmtation  used. 
47.  What  Wordo  create  a  Term 

for  Years* 
49.  And  uncertain  InJtereels. 


Section  I. 

Where  an  ex-  It  has  been  stated  in  the  preceding  chapter,  that  although  an 
hfeTs^Ten.^'  express  estate  for  life  only  be  devised  to  a  person,  yet  if  the  g&- 
See  ante,  neral  intent  of  the  testator  require  that  the  issue  of  the  devisee 

'  '  '  for  life  should  take  by  descent  from  him,  the  courts  have  en- 
larged his  estate  into  an  estate  tail:  but  where  the  manifest 
general  intent  of  the  testator  does  not  require  that  the  estate  ibr 
life  expressly  given  should  be  enlarged  into  an  estate  tail,  the 
devisee  will  only  take  an  estate  for  life :  in  consequence  of  the 
rule  that  expressum  fadi  cesaare  taciium :  and  it  is  observable 
that  the  doctrine  of  effectuating  the  general  intent,  in  contradic- 
tion to  the  particular  intent,  is  of  modern  date. 
1  Roll.  Ab.  2.  A  person  devised  to  his  eldest  son  for  life,  remainder  to  the 

837.  pi.  13.       g^^g  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten,  and  if  they  aliened,  that  his 

daughters  should  have  the  same  estate,  remainder  to  his  right 
heirs.  It  was  resolved  that  the  eldest  son  had  but  an  estate  for 
life,  and  that  his  son  should  have  it  by  purchase ;  because  it 
was  expressly  limited  that  he  should  have  it  only  for  life. 
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Lord  Hale  nys,  the  words  in  this  case  were ;  to  his  eldest  son  i  Vent.  231. 
for  life,  et  non  aliier,  and  that  it  was  held  to  be  an  estate  for  life 
by  reason  of  the  words  non  aliter. 

3.  A  person  devised  his  estate  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  in  Bamfield  v. 
tnist  for  Pophara  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  sue-  i  /.  \^g.  54. 
cessi?ely  in  tail  male ;  and  for  want  of  issue  male  of  Popham, 

to  another  person.  Afterwards  the  testator  by  a  codicil,  reciting 
that  he  had  by  his  will  given  the  premises  to  Popham  and  the 
heirs  male  of  bis  body,  willed  that  if  the  estate  should  deter- 
miae,  and  Popham  should  die  without  issue  male,  then  his  es- 
tate to  be  disposed  of  in  a  particular  manner. 

The  questions  were,  I.  Whether  the  words  of  the  will,  viz. 
for  want  of  issue  male  of  Popham,  did  not  by  implication  give  an 
estate  tail  to  Popham.  II.  Whether,  admitting  the  words  in 
the  will  did  not  give  an  estate  tail,  the  codicil,  reciting  that  the 
testator  had  by  his  will  devised  the  premises  to  Popham  and  the 
heirs  male  of  his  body,  would  not  so  far  influence  and  explain 
the  will,  as  to  make  it  an  estate  tail,  though  it  was  not  so 
before. 

It  was  resolved  unanimously  that  Popham  had  only  an  estate 
for  Hfe  by  the  will;  and  that  the  same  was  not  enlarged  or 
altered  by  the  codicil ;  for  there  being  an  express  estate  given  to 
Popham  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  every  other  son, 
&c,  the  words,  if  Popham  should  die  without  issue  male,  should 
not  enlarge  his  estate  to  an  estate  tail,  in  regard  these  amounted 
only  to  make  an  estate  tail  by  implication ;  and  words  of  impli- 
cation could  never  destroy  what  was  before  expressed  ;  so  that 
the  words,  if  he  should  die  without  issue  male,  could  mean  no 
more  than  if  he  should  die  without  sons. 

4.  A  testator  devised  all  his  freehold  estates  to  trustees,  in  Biackbornv. 
trust  to  convey  the  same  to  Ewer  Edgley  for  life,  remainder  to  vvros?600.  ' 
trustees  during  his  life  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  re- 
mainder to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male ;  remainder  to  his 
daughters  in  tail  general,  as  tenants  in  common ;  with  power  to 

£.  Edgley  to  make  a  jointure ;  and  if  he  should  die  without 
issue,  then  he  devised  the  premises  over. 

It  was  contended  that  E.  Edgley^  by  virtue  of  the  words,  if 
he  die  witboet  issue  of  his  body,  should  have  an  estate  tail  in 
tin  premises ;  to  which  it  was  answered,  that  here  was  an  ex- 
press estate  for  life  limited  to  E.  Edgley,  and  the  words,  if  he 
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should  die  without  issue,  being  only  words  of  implication,  would 
not  merge  and  destroy  an  express  estate  for  life. 

The  Court  exploded  the  notion  that  words  of  implication  should 
not  turn  an  express  estate  for  life  into  an  estate  tail ;  and  said 
that  if  I  devise  an  estate  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  his  death  with- 
out issue,  then  to  B.,  this  will  give  an  estate  tail  to  A.  according 
to  Sonday's  case :  but  here  being  a  limitation,  upon  E.  Edgley's 
death,  to  his  sons,  and  after  to  his  daughters,  the  following 
words, — if  E.  Edgley  should  die  without  issue, — must  be  in- 
tended, if  he  should  die  without  such  issue.  And  as  to  what 
had  been  urged,  that  unless  these  words  were  to  create  an  estate 
tail  in  E.  Edgley,  his  son*s  daughters  could  not  take ;  it  did  not 
appear  that  the  testator  intended  E.  Edgley's  son's  daughters 
should  take,  for  he  might  think  that  on  E.  Edgley's  dying  with- 
out issue,  his  name  and  family  would  be  determined ;  for  which 
reason  he  might  limit  it  over  to  the  daughters  of  E.  Edgley 
himself.  Besides  the  son  of  E.  Edgley  would  be  tenant  in  tail, 
and  when  of  age  might,  by  docking  the  entail,  give  the  premises 
to  his  daughters. 

5.  Although  a  devise  to  a  person  generally,  with  a  power  to 
give  and  dispose  of  the  estate  devised  as  he  pleases,  creates  an 
estate  in  fee  simple ;  yet  where  an  estate  is  devised  to  a  person 
expressly  for  life,  with  a  power  of  disposal,  the  devisee  will  only 
take  an  estate  for  life,  with  a  power  to  dispose  of  the  reversion. 

6.  A  person  having  two  daughters,  devised  lands  to  his  wife 
for  life,  and  at  her  decease,  she  to  give  the  same  to  whom 
she  pleased.  The  wife  granted  the  reversion  to  a  stranger,  and 
committed  waste;  the  two  daughters  brought  an  action  of 
waste. 

It  was  held,  that  by  the  devise  the  wife  had  but  an  estate  for 
life,  with  an  authority  to  give  the  reversion  to  whom  she 
pleased ;  and  her  grantee  would  be  in  by  the  will :  for  the  tes- 
tator had  given  his  wife  an  express  estate  for  life,  and  therefore 
she  could  not  by  implication  have  any  greater  estate :  but  if  an 
express  estate  had  not  been  given  to  the  wife,  by  the  other 
words,  an  estate  in  fee  simple  had  passed. 

7.  J.  Tomlinson  devised  lands  to  his  wife  for  her  life,  and 
then  to  be  at  her  disposal ;  provided  it  was  to  any^  of  his  chil- 
dren, if  living  ;  if  not,  to  any  of  his  kindred  that  his  wife  should 
please. 
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It  was  resolved  by  the  Court  of  K.  B.  upon  a  writ  of  error 
from  the  C.  B.,  that  the  wife  had  but  an  estate  for  life,  with  a 
power  of  disposing  of  the  inheritance.     And  Lord  Ch.  J.  Parker 
said^  the  difference  was  where  a  power  was  given  with  a  particu- 
lar description  and  limitation  of  the  estate,  as  here*  and  where 
generally,  as  to  executors,  to  give  or  sell ;  for  in  the  former  case 
the  estate  limited  being  express  and  certain,  the  power  was  a 
distinct  gift,  and  came  in  by  way  of  addition ;  but  in  the  lat-  Hearle  v. 
t€r,  the  whole  was  general  and  indefinite ;  and  as  the  persons  xitr32.  c.  'l3» 
intrusted  were  to  convey  a  fee,  they  must  consequently,  and  by  ^'  ^• 
a  necessary  construction,  be  supposed  to  have  a  fee  themselves. 

8.  John  Russell  by  his  will  gave  a  legacy  of  1000/.  to  bis  son  Hockley  v. 
Richard,  and  an  estate  in  fee  to  a  nephew ;  and  then  directed  i  vq,.  Juq, 
his  executrix  to  lay  out  2000/.  of  his  personal  property  in  the 
purchase  of  freehold  estates,  within  twelve  months  after  his  de* 
cease.    The  estates  so  to  be  purchased,  together  with  four  mes- 
suages in  Johnson's-court,  Fleet-street,  and  elsewhere,  and  the 
reversion  of  others  (describing  them  all,)  and  all  his  leasehold 
estates,  he  gave  to  his  wife  Rebecca  for  her  life,  and  from  and 
immediately  after  her  decease,  to  his  son  Richard  and  his  issue 
lawfully  begotten,  or  to  be  begotten,  to  be  divided  among  them 
as  he  should  think  fit ;  and  in  case  he  should  die  without  issue, 
he  directed  that  all,  as  well  his  present  freehold  and  leasehold, 
as  the  estates  directed  to  be  purchased,  should  be  sold,  and  the 
money  arising  from  the  sale  should  be  divided  among  the  chil>- 
dren  of  his  brother  Russell,  and  of  his  sisters  Willis  and  Parks, 
equally.    There  was  a  subsequent  direction  that  no  part  either 
of  his  present  freehold  and  leasehold,  or  of  the  estate  so  directed 
to  be  purchased,  should  be  sold  during  the  lives  of  his  wife  and 
son.    All  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  his  property  and 
effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  after  payment  of  debts,  lega- 
cies, and  funeral  expenses,  he  gave  to  his  wife  for  her  own  use 
and  benefit,  for  ever,  and  appointed  her  his  sole  executrix.    The 
wife  enjoyed  under  the  will  for  her  life,  and  after  her  death  the 
son  enjoyed  for  his  life,  and  died  without  having  had  issue. 

Upon  a  suit  in  Chancery  to  establish  the  will,  one  of  the 
questions  was,  whether  Richard  Russell  the  soon  took  an  estate 
tail,  or  for  life  only,  under  the  will. 

Lord  Thurlow  said,  it  was  cleair  to  him  that  the  testator  in- 
tended, and  he  thought  had  pretty  plainly  expressed  a  contin- 
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gency  with  a  double  aspect :  io  one  case,  Co  the  children  of  the 
son ;  in  the  other,  to  the  other  persons  pointed  out :  to  the  chil- 
dren of  the  son  in  one  way,  to  the  other  parties  in  another,  viz. 
by  settling  it  so  as  to  distribute  it  among  the  great  numbers  of 
persons  who  might  come  within  that  description.    The  limita- 
tion to  the  son  and  his  ts8u«  would  be  an  estate  tail,  and  perhaps 
the  aptest  way  of  describing  an  estate  tail  according  to  the 
statute ;  but  it  was  clear  he  did  not  intend  it  to  go  to  them  as 
heirs  in  tail,  for  he  meant  they  should  take  distributtvely,  and 
according  to  proportions  to  be  fixed  by  the  son.    It  had  often 
been  decided,  in  other  cases  besides  those  mentioned  at  the  bar, 
that  where  there  was  a  gift  in  that  way,  the  parties  must  take  as 
purchasers,  for  there  was  no  other  way  for  them  to  take.    The 
immediate  consequence  of  this  was,  that  Richard  Russell  could 
only  take  for  life ;  and  the  consequence  of  that  was,  that  this 
was  a  gift  to  the  wife  for  life,  then  to  the  son  for  life,  and  after 
to  his  issue,  in  such  distributive  shares  as  he  should  appoint. 
It  was  then  said  that  this  might  be  interpreted  to  be  a  gift  to  the 
son  in  tail,  with  a  powerannexed  to  raise  a  future  dse  upon  it,  of 
the  description  mentioned.    As  to  that,  he  apprehended  that  in 
case  there  had  been  children  of  the  son,  it  was  not  intended  to 
be  left  in  his  power  to  determine  whether  he  should  or  should 
not  consider  it  as  his  own,  and  raise  a  future  use  if  he  pleased : 
but  the  disposition  gave  an  interest  to  his  children,  and  a  title  to 
insist  upon  an  estate  in  the  premises  so  given,  at  all  events ;  and 
then  the  son  had  no  authority,  but  as  to  the  proportions  in  which 
they  were  to  take ;  but  not  to  choose  whether  any  thing  shoald 
be  given  to  them  or  not.  Then  the  effect  was  like  all  other  gifts  to 
persons  in  remainder  capable  of  being  divided,  but  if  not,  equally ; 
and  that  was  the  necessary  consequence  of  the  supposition  he 
mentioned  before,  that  he  intended  to  vest  an  interest  in  the 
children  of  his  son,  independently  of  the  son,  except  as  to  the 
proportions ;  and  that  even  so  as  that  they  should  not  be  illusory. 
It  was  observed  that  the  word  issue  would  extend  to  giand- 
children  or  any  other  degree  of  kindred;  however  remote :  he 
thought  it  would  be  so,  but  only  in  this  point  of  view,  as  a  des- 
cription of  the  objects  among  whom  the  power  of  the  son  was 
to  obtain,  to  make  such  partition  as  he  should  think  fit ;  and 
'  whosoever  they  were,  they  must  be  in  existence  during  the  life  of 
the  son,  and  he  must  have  made  it  during  his  life ;  if  so,  it  vras 
of  no  consequence  how  they  were  described :  for  if  it  vested 
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in  him,  it  was  of  no  oonsequeDce  to  say  they  were  not  the 

immediate  desoendants  of  the  son.    It  was  an  estate  devised 

upon  two  alternative  contingencies ;  one,  that  there  were  objects 

capable  of   taking  under   the  first  limitation;  another,  that 

there  were  none  such,  but  that  there  were  objects  capable 

of  taking  under  the  second.     As  to  its  being  an  estate  tail 

by  implication,  it  was  contrary  to  reason  and  to  common  sense 

to  impute  that  intention  to  him,  if  only  arising  fit>m  his  not 

having  made  a  special  devise  of  the  estate  in  that  form.    The 

estate  he  was  directing  to  be  sold,  and  the  estate  supposed  to  be 

given  to  the  son  in  tail,  were  the  same ;  and  if  so  given,  it  could 

not  be  sold  by  this  power,  and  did  not  come  within  the  range  of 

what  he  had  before  directed :  it  was  plain,  therefore,  he  did  not  Reid  v. 

intend  an  estate  tail ;  and  he  was  himself  clear  upon  that  pointi  lo^^.  370. 

Decreed  an  estate  for  life, 

9.  Where  no  words  of  limitation  are  added  to  a  devise,  and  A  dense  with- 
there  are  no  other  words  from  which  an  intention  to  give  an  of  limitaaoD. 
estate  of  inheritance  can  be  collected,  the  devisee  will  take  only 
an  estate  for  life. 

10.  If  a  man  devise  in  this  manner:  ^  I  devise  Blaekacre  to  1  Roll.  Ab.  844. 
my  daughter  F.  and  the  heirs  of  her  body  begotten,  //em,  I 
devise  unto  my  said  daughter  Whiteacre."  The  daughter  shall 
have  but  an  estate  for  Ufe  in  Whiteaore :  for  the  word  item  is  not 
so  much  9A  in  the  same  manner.  But  if  a  person  devise  Black- 
acre  to  one  in  tail,  and  also  Whiteaore,  the  devisee  shall  have  an 
estate  tail  in  Whiteaore  also ;  for  this  is  all  one  sentence,  and 
so  the  words  which  make  the  limitation  of  the  estate  go  to  both. 

11.  A  person  devised  in  these  words:  **  I  give  and  bequeath  Paice v. Archb. 
to  H.  my  farm  and  lands  at  R.,  to  him,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  14  ves.364f* 
ever.    And  I  also  give  and  bequeath  to  the  said  H.  my  farm  and 
manor  of  E.*' 

Lord  Eldon  said,  the  only  question  upon  this  devise  was,  whe« 
ther  the  word  abo  had  precisely  the  same  operation  as  the  addi^ 
tion  of  the  words,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  in  the  devise  of 
the  other  estate  immediately  preceding  ;  and  it  seemed  to  him 
that  all  the  old  rales  against  disinheriting  an  heir,  except  by 
plain  words  or  necessary  implication,  were  gone,  if  such  a  con- 
etnietion  was  to  prevail.  •  Decreed  an  estate  for  life. 

12.  One  Hawkins  being  seised  in  fee  of  three  houses,  devised  Fctftywood 
th^n  to  his  wife  for  life,  the  remainder  of  one  to  Robert,  his  son  cro.  Eiiz  5S. 
and  his  heirs,  the  remainder  of  another  to  Christain,  his  daugh-  *  ^^^*  ^^' 
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ter  and  her  heirs,  and  of  the  third  to  Joan,  his  daagbter  and  her 
heirs ;  and  did  further  will,  that  if  any  of  them  died  without 
issue^  then  the  survivors  should  enjoy  totam  Warn  partem,  equally 
divided  between  them. 

It  was  resolved,  that  the  survivor  only  took  an  estate  for  life 

in  the  share  of  the  others. 

Spirt  0.  13.  A  person  having  three  sons,  B.  C.  and  D.,  devised  lands 

Cro.  Car. 368.    to  B.  in  tail,  remainder  to  C.  in  fee,  and  other  lands  to  C.  in 

Vaugh.262.      i^j,^  remainder  to  D.  in  tail ;  and  then  other  lands  to  D.  in  fee. 

He  afterwards  said,  '^  Item,  I  give  Blackacre  to  my  said  son  D. ; 

item,  I  give  to  my  said  son  D.  Whiteacre.    Also  I  will  that  all 

bai^ains,  grants,  &c.  which  I  have  from  J.  S.,  my  son  D.  shall 

enjoy,  and  his  heirs  for  ever ;  and  for  lack  of  heirs  of  his  body, 

to  my  son  C.  for  ever." 

It  was  agreed  by  all  the  Judges  that  the  bairns  and  grants, 

8cc.  only  were  entailed  ;  and  that  D.  had  but  an  estate  for  life 

in  Blackacre  and  Whiteacre. 

Woodwaid  v.         14.  A  person  devised  a  house  to  his  sons  James  and  Thomas, 

2  Vera.  388.'     &nd  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  in  equal  moieties;  and  then  added, 

''  but  my  wiU  and  mind  is,  that  if  any  of  my  said  children  shall 

die  before  twenty-one,  or  unmarried,  the  part  or  share  of  him  or 

her  so  dying  shall  go  over  to  the  survivors." 

Cook  V.  Cook.        Lord  Holt  was  of  opinion  that  Thomas  dying  unmarried,  his 

'  '  moiety  went  over  to  the  survivor,  and  that  by  the  devise  over, 

only  an  estate  for  life  passed. 

Roe  V.  Holmes.       15.  A  person  devised  a  copyhold  estate  to  his  daughter  Jane, 

her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever ;  but  in  case  his  said  daughter 
died  before  she  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  had 
no  issue,  then  his  will  was,  that  his  nephew  J.  Hardisty  should 
have  his  said  copyhold  lands  and  tenements. 

The  Court  was  clearly  of  opinion  that  J.  Hardisty  took  only 

an  estate  for  life  :  that  the  testator  by  his  devise  to  Jane  plainly 

understood  the  force  of  words  of  limitation  ;  and  if  he  had  in* 

tended  to  give  his  nephew  more  than  an  estate  for  life,  he  knew 

how  to  have  done  it :  that  there  were  ne  express  words  in  the 

will  that  gave  the  nephew  a  fee,  nor  any  manifest  intention  to 

do  so,  or  to  disinherit  the  heir  at  law. 

Right  17.  16.  A  will  began  with  these  words : — "  As  touching  the  dis- 

dt^2'i>oug.    position  of  such  temporal  estate  as  it  has  pleased  God  to  bestow 

'^^^*  on  me."    And  then  the  testator  proceeded  to  give  his  house  to 
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his  son  S.  Russell,  and  after  his  death  then  to  the  two  sons  of 
Samuel,  named  Thomas  and  William ;  and  gave  a  legacy  of  one 
shilling  to  the  husband  of  his  heir  at  law. 

It  was  resolved  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  that  Thomas  and 
William  took  only  estates  for  life. 

17.  B.  C.  being  seised  and  possessed  of  freehold  and  leasehold  ^y 
property,  lying  contiguous,  and  demised  together,  devised  to  his  Cowp.  255. 
wife  all  his  freehold  and  leasehold  messuages,  8cc.  and  all  his 

estate  and  interest  therein,  for  and  during  her'  natural  life ;  and 
after  her  decease  he  devised  the  said  messuages  to  his  sisters-in- 
law,  M.  S.  and  M.  B.,  as  tenants  in  common  ;  but  in  case  his 
mother  should  give  any  disturbance  to  his  wife,  then  his  will  was, 
that  the  same  should  go  to  his  kinsman  W.  B.,  his  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever ;  and  charged  his  estate  with  the  payment  of  all 
his  just  debts,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  yearly  rents  of  his  estate  by 
his  said  wife. 

Lord  Mansfield  said,  there  were  no  words  of  limitation  added 
to  this  devise  to  the  sisters-in-law :  and  therefore  it  was  clear,  by 
the  rule  of  law,  that  it  was  only  an  estate  for  life ;  unless  it  could 
be  found  from  the  whole  of  the  will  taken  together,  and  applied 
to  the  subject  matter  of  this  devise,  that  the  testator's  intention 
was  to  give  a  fee. 

Judgment  that  the  sisters-in-law  took  only  an  estate  for  life. 

18.  A  person  devised  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  Roe  v.  Bolton, 
wife  for  her  natural  life,  and  at  or  immediately  after  her  decease,  i045. 

he  gave  to  his  son  Paul  all  that  his  land  lying  and  being  in  ^®"^*  ^^*' 
Dudley,  and  gave  to  each  of  his  grandchildren  (one  of  whom 
was  his  hdr  at  law)  a  legacy  of  five  shillings. 

The  Court  was  of  opinion  that  Paul  took  only  an  estate 
for  Ufe. 

19.  John  Qaskin  began  his  will  thus,  **  As  to  all  such  worldly  ^^S*'* 
estate  as  God  has  endued  me  with."    He  then  gave  all  that  his  Cowp.  W. 
freehold  messuage  and  tenement  lying  in  O.  to  his  three  nephews, 
equally  to  them  ;  and  gave  ten  shillings  to  his  heir  at  law. 

Lord  Mansfield  said,  it  was  settled  in  devises,  as  well  as  in 
deeds,  that  if  no  words  of  limitation  were  added,  the  devisee 
could  only  take  an  estate  for  life,  because  the  law  implied  an 
estate  for  life  only,  where  there  were  no  words  of  limitation :  but 
as  there  were  no  technical  words  necessary  in  a  will,  if  the  tes- 
tator made  use  of  what  was  tantamount,  as  if  he  said,  I  give  to 
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sach  a  one  in  fee  simple,  or  all  my  estatej  that  woald  cany  all 
his  intereet  in  the  land  devised.  But  there  must  be  words  in  the 
will  to  control  the  rule  of  law,  which  he  believed  in  a  variety  of 
cases  thwarted  the  intention  of  the  testator.  He  suspected  ex- 
tremely, that  in  this  very  case  the  testator  meant  to  give  his 
nephews  a  fee  in  the  premises  in  questicm ;  for  he  had  no  other 
landed  property.  He  made  them  residuary  legatees  of  his  per- 
sonalty, and  gave  a  disinheriting  legacy  to  his  heir  at  law, 
agreeable  to  the  vulgar  notioui  taken  from  the  Roman  law,  that 
an  heir  is  cut  off  with  a  shilling.  But  the  single  question  was, 
whether  the  Court  could  find  any  words  in  the  will  to  take  this 
case  out  of  the  rule  of  law ;  if  they  could  not,  it  must  be 
adhered  to.  He  said  it  was  impossible  to  find  words  in  this  will 
sufficient  to  control  the  rule  of  taw.  There  were  no  words  that 
could  connect  the  devise  of  the  lands  in  question  with  the  intro- 
duction, so  as  to  pass  the  whole  interest ;  therefore  the  devisees 
could  only  take  an  estate  for  life.  Judgment  was  given  ac- 
cordingly. 

20.  W.  Sparrowhawk  devised  as  follows : — **  For  those  worldly 
goods  and  estates  wherewith  it  has  pleased  God  to  bless  me,  I 
give  and  dispose  of  the  same  in  manner  following."  Then  gave 
one  shilling  to  his  heir  at  law ;  and  after  giving  other  legacies, 
came  this  clause — *^  And  I  do  give  and  devise  unto  Susan  my 
said  wife,  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  all  my  lands  lying  in  the 
parish  of  A.  And  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  loving  wife  afore- 
said all  my  lands,  tenements,  and  houses  lying  in  the  parish  of 
Chipping  Norton."  The  question  was,  whether  the  last-^men- 
tioned  premises  were  devised  to  the  widow  in  fee,  or  for  life. 

Lord  Mansfield. — ''  I  verily  believe  that  almost  in  every  ease 
where  by  law  a  general  devise  of  lands  is  reduced  to  an  estate 
for  life,  the  intent  of  the  testator  is  thwarted;  for  ordinary  people 
do  not  distinguish  between  real  and  personal  property.  The  rale 
of  law,  however,  is  established  and  certain,  that  express  words 
of  limitation,  or  words  tantamount,  are  necessary  to  pass  an 
estate  of  inheritance.  All  my  estate,  or  all  my  interest,  will  do ; 
but  all  my  lands  lying  in  such  a  place  is  not  sufficient ;  such 
words  are  considered  merely  as  descriptive  of  the  local  situation, 
and  only  carry  an  estate  for  life  ;  nor  are  words  tending  to  dis- 
inherit the  heir  at  law  sufficient  to  prevent  his  taking,  unless  the 
estate  is  given  to  somebody  else.     I  have  no  doubt  but  the  tes- 
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tator'a  intention  here  was  to  disinherit  his  heir  at  law,  as  well  as 
in  the  case  of  Denn  v.  Gaskin.  But  the  only  circumstance  of  Ante,  s.  19. 
difference  between  that  case  and  this,  and  which  has  been  relied 
on  as  in  favour  of  the  defendants,  if  the  testator  had  any  mean- 
ing by  it  (which  I  do  not  believe  he  bad),  rather  turns  the  other 
way,  because  he  uses  different  words  in  devising  different  parts 
of  his  estate.  I  think  we  are  bound  by  the  case  of  Denn  v. 
Gaskin."  Judgment  that  the  widow  took  only  a  life  estate  in  the 
hit-mentioned  premises. 
21.  T.  Nash  devised  lands  to  S.  Nash  for  life,  remainder  to  ^^^  «•  '^^^* 

.  \  cited  1  Bot.  & 

trustees  to  preserve  contmgent  remainders ;  remainder  to  the  first  Pul.  261. 
and  other  sons  of  S.  Nash,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  and  their  ^^  ^^^*^^' 
bodies ;  and  for  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of 
all  and  every  the  daughter  and  daughters  of  the  body  of  the 
said  T.  Nash ;  and  for  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  of  the 
light  heirs  of  the  said  T.  Nash  for  ever.  T.  Nash  had  a  daughter 
named  Jane  ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  she  took  an  estate 
for  life  or  an  estate  tail. 

Lord  Mansfield. — "  This  question  does  not  admit  of  much 
argument,  nor  of  cases  to  be  cited,  for  every  case  must  depend 
open  its  own  circumstances.  The  rule  of  law  is  clear,  that  a 
grant  by  words  of  purchase  without  further  limitation,  enures  for 
life  only*  When  wills  came  to  be  in  vogue,  it  pleased  the  Judges 
to  consider  them  in  their  construction,  with  analogy  to  rules  of 
law  respecting  deeds,  and  not  with  analogy  to  the  Roman  ap- 
poiotmeat;  and  therefore  they  held  that  such  a  grant  enured 
for  life  only.  There  is  hardly  an  instance  where  the  words  of  a 
devise  are  restrained  to  a  life  estate  only,  in  which  the  intention 
rftbe  testator  is  not  contravened ;  for  common  men  are  ignorant 
of  the  difference  between  land  and  money.  This  being  so,  the 
Courts  have  been  astute  to  find  out,  if  possible,  from  other  parts 
of  the  will,  the  intention  of  the  testator ;  the  question  then  is, 
whether  there  be  enough  here,  on  the  face  of  the  will,  for  we 
must  not  go  into  conjecture.  I  conjectore  that  this  was  a  blun- 
der, and  that  another  limitation  was  intended,  but  I  do  not  know 
of  what  nature^  whether  to  heirs  general  or  special.  Is  there 
then  any  authority  for  supplying  the  defect,  and  making  the 
will  anew  ?  Had  the  words  been,  if  they  die  without  issue,  an 
estate  tail  would  have  been  implied ;  but  here  the  words  are, 
far  defiuik  of  tuch  issue,  viz.  that  issue  which  is  before  men* 
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tioned.    The  Court  has  no  power  to  strike  out  the  word  such; 
and  if  they  did,  what  are  they  to  supply  it  with  ?  are  they  to 
give  an  estate  in  tail  general  or  in  tail  male  ?    There  is  no  inten- 
tion therefore  apparent  on  the  will  to  direct  the  Court." 
Judgment  that  Jane  took  only  an  estate  for  life. 
Hay  V,  Coven-       22.  Sir  R.  Worsley  being:  seised  in  fee  of  the  premises  in 
83.'  '   question,  devised  them  to  trustees,  upon  trust,  that  they  should 

stand  seised  thereof  to  the  use  of  his  grandson,  the  Earl  of 
Granville,  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail 
male ;  remainder  to  Lady  Carteret  for  life ;  remainder  to  her  first 
and  other  sons  in  tail  male ;  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  **  to 
the  use  of  all  and  every  the  daughter  and  daughters  of  the  body 
of  the  said  Lady  Carteret  lawfully  issuing,  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon, and  not  as  joint  tenants ;  and  in  default  of  such  issue^  to 
the  use  and  behoof  of  his  own  right  heirs  for  ever." 

Lady  Carteret  had  one  daughter.  Lady  Catherine  Hay ;  and 
the  question  was.  What  estate  she  took  under  this  devise. 

A  case  was  sent  out  of  Chancery  to  the  Court  of  K.  B.  for 
their  opinion. 

Lord  Kenyon. — *'  The  general  rule  which  is  laid  down  in  the 
books,  and  on  which  alone  courts  can  with  any  safety  proceed 
in  the  decision  of  questions  of  this  kind,  is,  to  collect  the 
testator's  intention  from  the  words  he  has  used  in  his  vnll,  and 
not  from  conjecture.  It  is  not  necessary  that  any  technical  or 
artificial  form  of  words  should  be  used  in  a  will ;  but  we  must 
collect  the  meaning  of  the  testator  from  those  words  which  he 
has  used,  and  cannot  add  words  which  he  has  not  used.  The 
objection  then  occurs  in  this  case,  voluit  sed  non  dixit.  The 
plaintiff's  argument  goes  to  show  that  the  daughters  took  es- 
tates in  tail  general ;  but  that  could  not  have  been  the  intention 
of  the  devisor,  as  no  such  estate  is  given  in  any  part  of  the  will, 
and  the  devisor  has  totally  laid  aside  the  daughters  of  the  first 
devisee,  and  the  daughters  of  his  sons.  The  words  here  used, 
technically  considered,  only  confer  an  estate  for  life  on  Lady  C. 
Hay.  It  has  been  argued  that  we  may  presume  an  intention  in 
the  devisor,  from  other  parts  of  the  will,  to  give  estates  in  suo 
cession  to  the  daughters ;  but  I  cannot  find  any  words  in  the 
will  to  warrant  such  a  construction.  If  indeed  the  word  mck 
had  not  been  introduced  in  this  clause,  we  might  perhaps  have 
said  that  as  issue  is  genus  generaUssimum,  it  should  include  all 
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the  pn^eny ;  but  here  the  word  such  is  relativei  and  restrains  the 

words  which  accompany  it.    The  case  is  precisely  similar  to 

that  of  Denn  i;.  Page  :  there  the  Court  held  that  sufficient  did  Ante,  s.  21. 

not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  will  to  warrant  them  in  sayine  that  ^^  \'        , 

*r  ^  J     a  ^     ^     Vaughan  and 

an  estate  of  inheritance  was  given  to  the  daughter:  that  if  it  Walker, 5 B.& 
were  left  to  conjecture,  they  might  suppose  that  some  mistake 
had  been  made  in  the  limitation ;  but  they  could  not  determine 
on  conjecture,  nor  put  that  in  the  devisor's  mouth  which  he  had 
not  said." 

The  certificate  was,  that  Lady  Catherine  Hay  took  only  an 
estate  for  life. 

23.  A  person  devised  his  estate  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  ^<"^  <'• 
until  his  nephew  Thomas  Foster  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-  11  East,  594. 
one  years,  or  die  :  and  on  his  attaining  twenty-one,  to  the  said 
Thomas  for  life ;  and  after  the  determination  of  that  estate,  to 

the  troatees,  to  preserve  contingent  remainders ;  and  after  the 
decease  of  Thomas,  to  all  and  every  the  son  and  sons  of  the  body 
of  Thomas,  severally  and  successively  one  after  another  in 
priority  of  birth,  8&c. ;  and  for  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  trus- 
tees, until  another  nephew  should  attain  twenty-one,  and  then 
to  him  in  the  same  manner. 

Upon  a  case  sent  out  of  Chancery  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
of  K.  B.,  as  to  what  estate  Thomas  Foster  the  nephew,  and  his 
eldest  son  took ;  that  Court  certified  that  they  respectively  took 
estates  for  life  only. 

24.  Lord  Mulgrave  having  an  only  daughter,  and  three  bro-  ^~  *'•  ^* 
thers,  devised  his  estate  in  trust  for  his  first  and  every  other  son  R.  320. 

in  tail  male ;  **  failure  of  such  issue,  to  my  brother  Henry,  and 
his  first  and  every  other  son  in  tail  male ;"  and  so  on  to  bis  two 
other  brothers  in  the  same  words,  and  then  to  his  daughter  in 
the  same  manner ;  and  concluded  with  these  words,  ^'  in  all  the 
foregoing  cases  without  impeachment  of  waste,  other  than  wil- 
ful/' Then  after  making  a  provision  for  his  daughter  to  the 
amount  of  20,000/.,  the  will  proceeded  thus :  '^  My  will  is,  that 
the  money  lodged  at  Child's,  to  pay  for  the  purchase  of  the  Ly  th 
rectory,  be  applied  to  that  purchase,  as  soon  as  Sir  J.  Sheffield 
can  complete  the  title ;  and  the  renewals  to  be  made  by  the  te- 
nant for  life."  It  appeared  that  Sir  J.  Sheffield  held  the  rectory 
of  Lyth  for  three  lives,  under  the  see  of  Canterbury. 

Lord  Kenyon. — *^  The  words,  first  and  every  other  son,  chil- 
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dren,  or  heir,  may  be  taken  to  be  wordft  of  limitation,  where  it 
ia  neceaaary  to  give  them  that  construction  in  order  to  effectuate 

^°^>  ^*  ^^'       ^^®  intention  of  the  testator,  aa  in  Robinaon  t7.  Hicka,  though 

ordinarily  apeaking  they  are  worda  of  purchase :  but  in  this 
case  no  doubt  can  be  entertained  reapecting  the  deyiaor'a  intent. 
First  he  devised  to  hi  a  own  first  and  every  other  son  in  tail  male, 
and  if  he  had  no  issue,  then  to  his  brother  Henry  and  his  firat 
and  every  other  son  in  tail  male,  8ic.  Now,  if  ho  had  g^ven  in* 
structioDs  to  a  conveyancer  to  draw  his  will,  and  to  make  his 
brothers  tenants  for  life,  and  their  children  tenants  in  tail,  these 
are  precisely  the  terms  in  which  he  would  have  given  such  in- 
structions :  and  in  construing  wills  we  must  take  into  considera- 
tion the  short  hints  of  the  devisor,  in  order  to  discover  his 
intention.  To  be  sure,  if  the  objection,  volmit  ^ed  turn  dixU,  had 
occurred,  it  could  not  have  been  got  over;  we  could  iK»t  have 
inserted  words  in  a  will  which  would  have  varied  the  eonatnio- 
tion  of  those  used,  even  if  we  thought  that  the  devisor  had 
intended  to  have  used  them :  but  here  the  intention  ia  sufficiently 
explained  by  the  words  which  he  has  uaed ;  and  great  weight  is 
also  due  to  the  subsequent  words,  which  direct  the  renewal  of 
the  life  estate  to  be  made  by  the  tenant  jor  Itfe ;  for  they  can 
only  apply  to  the  devisor's  brothers,  since  there  was  no  other 
person  who  could  take  a  life  eatate  under  the  will.  In  some  of 
the  cases,  indeed,  nice  distinctions  have  been  made,  to  whom 
the  word  heirs  should  be  applied;  but  without  entering  into 
those  niceties,  because  it  is  unnecessary  in  this  case,  whene  the 
devisor's  intention  may  be  collected  from  different  parte  of  the 
will,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that,  on  the  fair  constriction  of  the 
will,  the  present  Lord  Mulgrave  only  took  a  life  eatate,  with  re- 
mainder in  tail  to  his  issue." 

6  Bar.  Ac  Aid.        26.  [In  Doe  dem.  Liversage  v.  Vaughao,  the  devise  waa  to  the 

^^'  testator's  nephew,  J.  L.  for  life,  and  after  his  death  to  all  and 

every  the  child  and  children  of  J.  L.  lawfully  begotten  or  to  be 
begotten,  if  more  than  one,  as  tenants  in  common,  in  equal 
shares,  and  for  want  of  such  issue  to  the  testator's  own  right 
beirs.  The  Court  of  King's  Bench  decided,  that  J.  L.  took  only 
for  life,  and  after  his  death  that  his  children  took  only  estates 
for  life  as  tenants  in  common. 

4  Russ.,283.         26.  The  later  case  of  Parr  v*  Swindels  very  ckMOly  resembles 

the  preceding,  and  received  a  similar  decision. 


TUU  XXXVIII.  i>e«tie.  Ch.  XIII.  «.  27—30.  267 

27.  Id  a  more  recent  case  the  testator  had  boaght  the  fee  Doe  dam. 
simple  of  a  set  of  chamberB  in  Albany^  for  600  guineas,  and  ratt,  3  Bar*  & 
being  so  seised^   devised   them  by  codicil  to  the  honourable  D^d.^NOTrU 
Thomas  Stapleton^  in  the  following  words ;  '*  I  also  bequeath  to  ^*  I'ucker, 
him  my  chambers  in  Albany,  for  which  I  paid  600  guineas,  with 

all  my  forniturei  except  such  articles  as  I  may  particularly  except 
from  this  donation.'^  The  Court  of  K*  B.  held  that  the  devisee 
took  only  a  life  estate.] 

28.  It  has  been  stated  that  a  devise  to  a  person,  without  any  Though  charged 
words  of  limitation,  charged  with  the  payment  of  a  gross  sum  ^  ?^y^^^  • 
of  money,  or  of  debts  or  annuities*  creates  an  estate  in  fee 

simple.     But  it  is  laid  down  in  Collier's  case,  that  a  devise  to  a  6  Rep.  16.  a. 
person  to  the  intent  that  with  the  profits  he  should  educate  his 
daughter,  or  out  of  the  profits  of  the  land  pay  to  one  so  much, 
and  to  another  so  muchj  was  but  an  estate  for  life;  for  he  was 
sure  to  have  no  loss. 

29.  W.  Lock  being  seised  in  fee,  and  having  several  sons,  and  Auiex  v. 
being  bound  in  an  obligation  that  40/.  should  be  paid  annually  Cro.^Car!'l57. 
to  his  wife  during  her  life,  made  his  will,  and  thereby  devised  all 

his  lands,  by  several  clauses,  to  his  several  sons  ;  and  amongst 
others,  he  devised  the  lands  in  question  to  his  sons  Michael  and 
Henry ;  and  added  this  clause :  ^'  Item,  all  the  houses  and  lands 
which  I  have  given  between  my  sons,  is  to  this  purpose,  that 
they  all  shall  bear  part  and  part  alike,  going  out  of  all  my  houses 
and  lands,  towards  the  payment  of  my  wife's  40/.  per  annum 
during  her  life,  which  I  am  bound  to  pay." 

The  Court  resolved  that  an  estate  foi*  life  only  passed  by  this 
devise,  for  it  was  not  devised,  paying  a  sum  in  gross,  but  that 
every  one  should  pay  out  of  his  part  towards  the  40/.  to  his  wife ; 
which  was  quasi  an  annual  rent  out  of  the  profits  of  the  land, 
and  no  sum  in  gross;  and  therefore  no  fee  was  given. 

30*  J.  Toby  devised  all  his  lands  and  goods,  after  his  debts  and  Dickins  v. 
legacies  paid,  to  his  children  R.  and  M,  Toby,  equally  to  be  Cro?£lix.  3ao. 
divided  between  them. 

The  Court  resolved  that  only  an  estate  for  life  passed ;  for 
aldiough  in  the  devise  the  lands  and  goods  were  coupled  together, 
and  it  was  a  devise  for  ever  of  the  goods ;  yet  for  the  land,  there 
being  no  words  to  give  the  inheritance,  only  an  estate  for  life 
passed.  And  sdthough  it  was  objected  that  the  devise  of  the  laod^ 
was,  after  his  debts  and  legacies  paid,  yet  that  did  not  enlarge  it. 
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Bi*Tum*'  ^^'  ^  person  gave  all  his  lands^  tenements,  and  messuages 

2  Atk.  341.       whatsoever,  after  debts  and  legacies  paid,  and  funeral  expenses 

were  discharged,  to  J.  M. 

It  was  said  by  Mr.  Fortescue,  M.  R.  that  where  a  gross  sam 
was  to  be  paid  ojt  of  the  lands  devised,  it  gave  a  fee  to  the 
devisee  of  those  lands ;  but  here  the  debts  were  not  at  all  events 
charged  upon  the  real  estate,  but  only  contingently,  if  the  per- 
sonal estate  should  be  deficient ;  and  therefore  did  not  come  up 
to  the  cases  cited  of  a  gross  sum  to  be  paid  out  of  land  :  and 
consequently  gave  no  more  than  an  estate  for  life  to  the  devisee. 
32.  It  has  been  laid  down  in  two  modem  cases,  that  where 
the  payment  of  a  gross  sum  of  money,  or  of  debts  and  legacies, 
is  charged  on  the  estate  devised,  and  not  on  the  devisee,  such  a 
charge  will  not  operate  so  as  to  give  the  devisee  an  estate  in  fee; 
and  therefore,  if  no  words  of  limitation  are  added,  he  will  take 
no  more  than  an  estate  for  life. 

Dennv.Meiior,      33.  A  person  devised  as  follows: — ^^'I  give  and  devise  unto 

N.  Lister  all  that  my  customary  estate,  &c.  All  the  rest  of  my 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  either  freehold  or  copy- 
hold, whatsoever,  and  wheresoever ;  and  also  all  my  goods,  chat- 
tels, and  personal  estate,  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  after 
payment  of  my  just  debts  and  funeral  expenses,  I  give,  devise, 
and  bequeath  the  same  unto  my  wife  Sissily  Carr ;"  and  appoint- 
ed her  sole  executrix. 

The  question  was,  whether  Sissily  Carr  took  an  estate  in  fee, 
or  only  for  life. 

Lord  Kenyon  said,  where  a  devisee  is  directed  to  pay  an 
annual  rent-charge  or  a  solid  sum  to  another  person,  out  of  the 
estate  devised,  it  had  been  properly  decided  that  the  devisee 
should  take  a  fee,  because  he  might  be  a  loser  unless  the  estate 
in  his  hands  were  at  all  events  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  bear 
those  charges.  Where  a  sum  of  money  was  given,  it  might  be 
payable  before  the  rents  became  due:  and  where  an  annual 
charge  was  made  on  the  estate,  it  might  continue  beyond  the 
life  of  the  devisee ;  and  therefore  it  was  necessary  in  both  those 
cases  that  the  devisee  should  have  a  permanent  fund.    That  this 

Aoteyc  11.1      case  had  been  compared  to  that  of  Doe  v.  Richards;  but  there 

the  words  were,  my  legacies  and  funeral  expenses  being  thenmt 
paid  I  which  imported  that  those  sums  were  to  be  paid  by  the 
devisee  out  of  the  interest  given  to  her ;  and  if  she  had  died  im- 
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mediately  after  the  devisor,  and  had  only  taken  a  life  estate,  the 
fund  oat  of  which  she  was  to  bear  those  charges  might  have 
failed ;  the  Court  was  therefore  compelled  to  make  that  deci- 
sion, and  he  was  now  perfectly  satisfied  with  it.  But  in  this 
case  the  words  of  the  will  were,  after  psyfftfint  of  my  just 
debts  and  funeral  expenses.  Now  supposing  the  devisor  had  in 
the  beginning  of  the  will  charged  his  debts  and  funeral  expenses 
OD  his  real  estate,  and  had  then,  after  a  series  of  limitations,  de- 
vised to  his  wife  in  the  words  here  used,  it  could  not  have  been 
contended  that  such  a  charge  on  the  real  estate  would  have 
passed  the  fee  to  his  wife ;  and  if  not,  the  place  in  which  the 
same  words  were  introduced  could  not  vary  the  question.  He 
admitted  that  the  real  estate  was  charged  with  the  payment  of 
debts  and  funeral  expenses,  if  the  personalty  was  not  sufficient 
for  that  purpose;  but  there  were  no  words  charging  the  estate 
in  the  hands  of  the  wife  with  the  payment  of  those  debts.  This, 
therefore,  essentially  differed  the  present  case  from  that  of  Doe 
V.  Richards ;  for  there  the  debts  were  to  be  paid  by  the  devisee, 
and  were  a  charge  on  the  estate  in  his  hands ;  whereas  here  the 
debts  were  no  charge  on  the  devisee. 

Judgment  was  given  that  Sissily  Carr  took  only  an  estate  for 
life. 

On  a  writ  of  error  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  this  judgment  i  Bot.  &  Pal. 
was  reversed,  upon  the  ground  that  the  words,  all  the  rest  of  the 
real  estate,  created  an  estate  in  fee. 

A  writ  of  error  was  then  brought  in  the  House  of  Lords,  where  7  Bro.  Pari. 
the  following  question  was  put  to  the  Judges :  What  estate  the  2  Bm.  &  Fui. 
devisee  Sissily  Carr  took  in  the  premises  in  question  ?  to  which  ^'^' 
the  Lord  Ch.  B.  of  the  Exchequer  delivered  their  unanimous 
opinion,  that  Sissily  Carr  took  an  estate  for  life ;  whereupon  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  was  reversed,  and 
that  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  affirmed. 

34.  Previous  to  the  hearing  of  this  case  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
the  following  case  was  determined  by  the  Court  of  K.  B.,  in 
conformity  to  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  that  Court  in  the  pre- 
ceding case. 

35.  A  person  made  his  will  in  these  words :  '^  As  to  what  real  Doe  0.  Allen, 
and  personal  estate  it  hath  pleased  Almighty  God  to  bless  me  with, 

I  give  and  dispose  of  the  same  as  followeth :  first,  my  will  is,  that 
all  my  debts  and  funeral  expenses  be  justly  paid  off  and  discharged 
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oat  of  my  penonal  estate ;  and  if  the  iame  aball  fall  abort,  I  do 
hereby  charge  my  real  estate  with  the  pay  meat  of  the  same.  I 
do  hereby  give  and  devise  all  my  messuages,  lands,  tenementa, 
and  hereditaments  vrhatsoever,  situate  lying  and  being*  &c.,  unto 
W.  Allen/'  And  the  question  vras*  what  estate  passed  by  these 
words. 

Lord  Kenyon  said,  that  the  debts  were  not  at  all  events 
charged  upon  the  real  estate,  but  only  contingently*  if  the  per- 
sonal estate  should  not  be  sufficient*  and  therefore  did  not  come 
up  to  the  oases  cited,  of  a  gross  sum  to  be  paid  out  of  the  land 
devised,  and  consequently  the  words  gave  no  more  than  an  estate 
for  life  to  the  devisee. 
Judgment  was  giyen  accordingly. 
Or  an  annuity        36.  It  baa  been  stated  in  a  former  chapter,  that  a  devise  of 
^^?d^^    land*  charged  with  an  annual  payment  to  a  third  pereon  for  life, 
Ch.  11.  creates  an  estate  in  fee  simple ;  but  it  is  otherwise  where  the 

annual  payment  is  only  to  continue  during  the  life  of  the  person 
to  whom  the  land  is  devised. 
Aeer  v.  Pool,        37.  A  person  devised  lands  to  D.  his  wife,  yielding  and  paying 
3  Djer,  371.  b.  therefore  yearly  during  her  natural  life,  to  the  right  heiia  of  his 

father*  forty  shillmgs,  8ca 

The  Court  was  of  opinion  that  D.  took  only  an  estate  for 
life. 
The  woid  38.  It  hss  also  been  already  stated  that  the  word  estate  will 

T^^'  tiv*^     create  a  fee  simple,  when  it  appears  to  have  b^en  used  by  a  tea- 
local  tUtttion.    tator  to  denote  all  his  interest  in  the  lands  devised ;  but  where  it 

appean  to  have  been  used  as  merely  descriptive  of  the  local 

situation  of  the  lands  derised,  it  will  then  pass  no  more  than  an 

estate  for  life. 

Chester  v.  39.  Upon  an  appeal  to  the  King  in  Council  from  a  decree  made 

3p''wm8.335.  ^  ^^  Island  of  Antigua,  the  case  was :  A  perepn  having  real  and 

personal  estate,  gave  and  bequeathed  one^third  part  of  all  his 
estate  whatsoever  to  his  wife  Ann ;  and  devised  to  his  son  John, 
and  to  his  heirs,  two-thirds  of  all  his  real  and  personal  estate. 

It  was  determined  by  Lord  Ch.  J.  RaymcHid,  Sir  J.  Jekyll,  and 
Lord  Ch.  J.  Eyre,  that  the  wife  took  only  an  estate  for  life ;  the 
word  estate  being  rather  a  description  oi  the  thing  itself*  than  of 
the  testator^s  interest  in  it :  and  by  the  next  clause  it  appeared, 
that  where  the  testator  intended  to  give  a  fee,  there  he  took  care 
to  add  the  word  heirs  to  the  word  estate. 
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40.  A  person  hftTing  devised  his  estate  to  bis  nephew  Thomas  Rog«n  *• 
Button  and  his  heirs,  added  these  words : — ''  And  if  my  said  AdSmwi,  1l. 
nephew  shall  have  no  issue  male,  then  my  said  estate  shall  go  to 
the  daughter  or  daughters  of  my  brother  Richard,  and  to  the 
daughter  or  daughters  of  my  brother  Matthew,  remainder  to  his 
right  heirs." 

The  question  was,  whether  by  the  devise  to  the  daughters  of 
Richard  and  Matthew,  an  estate  in  fee  or  for  life  passed. 

The  Court  was  clearly  of  opinion,  that  an  estate  for  life  only 
passed  to  the  daughters :  for  as  it  was  argued  that  although  in 
wills  the  word  estate  was  sufficient  to  carry  a  fee,  yet  in  this 
case,  where  the  consequence  was  the  disinheriting  an  heir  at 
law,  a  fee  should  not  pass  thereby,  unless  the  intent  of  the  tes- 
tator was  very  plain  and  apparent  for  that  purpose.  That  the 
intent  was  not  so  apparent  as  to  force  the  Court  to  put  such  a 
coDstmetion  on  the  devise  to  the  daughters  as  was  insisted  (^ ; 
bat  on  the  contrary,  from  the  contexture  of  the  whole  will,  H 
seemed  plain  that  the  word  estate  was  always,  and  particularly 
in  the  devise  in  question,  used  as  descriptive  only,  and  synony- 
mous with  lands ;  so  that  there  would  be  putting  a  force  on  it 
to  make  it  carry  a  fee.  And  besides,  the  devise  over  to  the  tes- 
tator's heirs  showed  that  he  thought  he  had  further  interest  to  Goodright  v. 
dispose  of,  after  the  devise  to  the  daughters,  to  whom  he  did  not  ly^^  220 
seem  to  intend  so  much  as  an  estate  tail. 

Judgment  that  the  daughters  of  Richard  and  Matthew  took 
only  estatflB  for  life,  (a) 

(•)  [Id  otb€r  cafes  besides  those  cited  by  the  amhor,  the  general  import  of  the  word 
tstati  has  been  confined  by  ezpressions  referring  to  the  local  situation  of  the  property, 
hat  the  inclination  of  the  Courts  in  later  decisions  has  been  to  give  the  word  estate  its 
fall  effect,  except  in  instances  where  the  expressions  accompanying  that  word  have  met 
with  a  contrary  construction ;  and  indeed  instances  are  not  wanting  where  the  same  ex- 
preisioos  which  in  earlier  cases  have  limited  the  operation  of  the  word  estate,  in  later 
Sttthonties  have  been  held  not  to  restrain  its  general  import.  The  following  are  some  of 
the  cases  ia  which  the  word  estate  although  coupled  with  words  of  locality  has  been  held 
to  pass  a  fee.  My  tttate  at,  of  or  in  A,  Price  v.  Gibeon,  2  Eden,  1 15.  Chichester  v. 
Oienden,  4  Taunt.  176.  4  Pow,  92.  Uthwatt  o.  Bryant,  6  Taunt.  317.  My  estate 
caBed  A.,  ia  the  parish  of  B.,  Roe  v.  Wright,  7  East,  259.  All  my  estate  I  bought  of 
A.,  Bailis  v.  Gale,  2  Yes.  s.  48.  My  freehold  estate  consisting  of  thirty  acres  situate  at 
A.,  in  the  county  of  B.,  now  in  the  occupation  of  C,  Gardner  v.  Harding,  3 1.  B.  Mooie, 
565,  overruling  it  would  seem  Pettiward  v.  Preacott,  7  Yes.  541.;  see  also  Parb  v. 
Miller,  6  M.  &  Selw.  408.  All  my  real  and  personal  estate  whatsoever  (that  is  to  say) 
my  lands  and  building!  at  A.,  in  the  county  of  B.  upon  my]  estate,  Denn  v.  Hood, 
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The  word  4 1 .  The  word  ''  hereditament"  only  creates  an  estate  for  life,  in 

Dim  V.  MdJor,    ^  ^^''  i  ^^^  ^^  ^^®B  °o^  denote  the  measure  or  quantity  of  the 
nipr.  1. 33.        estate ;  as  it  has  a  proper  and  appropriate  meanings  and  extends 

to  annuities,  advowsons  in  gross,  and  many  other  things,  (a) 
Where  the  ^        42.  Although  an  estate  be  devised  to  a  person  and  the  heirs 
give a'ufeesuto  ^^ ^^^  body,  yet  if  the  general  intent  of  the  testator  can  only  be 
JJJj*^^j^°f  carried  into  effect  by  construing  the  words  "  heirs  of  the  body"  to 
tioD.  be  words  of  purchase,  the  devisee  will  only  take  an  estate  for 

life. 
Loweo.  Dairies,       43.  A  person  devised  to  his  son  B.  J.  and  his  heirs  lawfully 
I56i!     '  '      to  be  begotten,  that  is  to  say,  to  his  first,  second,  third,  and 

every  son  and  sons  lawfully  to  be  begotten  of  the  body  of  the 
said  B.  J.  and  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  such  first,  second,  thirdi 
and  every  son  and  sons  successively,  lawfully  issuing ;  and  ia 
default  of  such  issue,  then  to  his  right  heirs  for  ever. 

It  was  resolved  that  B.  J.  took  only  an  estate  for  life,  the  word 
heirs  being  fully  explained  by  the  subsequent  words,  to  be  & 
word  of  purchase. 
Doe  V.  Laming,       44.  Lands  held  in  gavelkind  were  devised  to  Ann  Cornish 

q  nnrr   1100 

1  Black.  R.265.  ^^^  ^^  hxm  of  her  body  lawfully  begotten,  or  to  be  b^otten, 

as  well  females  as  males,  and  to  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever; 
to  be  equally  divided,  share  and  share  alike,  as  tenants  in 
common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants. 

7  TauQt.  35.  All  my  lands,  &c.  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  his  decease  my  said  estates  to 
B.,  Roe  V.  Bacon,  4  M.  &  Selw.  366.  As  to  the  rest  of  my  estate  my  two  booses  at 
A.  and  B.,  that  in  A.  to  my  daughter.  Esdaile  v.  Gall,  1  Russ.  &  M.  540.  S.  C. 

8  Bing.  323.  overruling  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  upon  the  same  derise. 
But  in  the  later  case  of  Doe  v.  Tucker,  3  Bar.  &  Adol.  473.  very  nearly  reaembiiog 
Gall  V.  Esdaile,  the  Court  of  K.  B.  decided  that  an  estate  for  life  only  passed  by 
the  words  of  the  will.  In  Doe  v.  Tucker,  the  testator  devised  to  his  wife  his 
freehold  ettate  called  P.  during  ber  life,  and,  after  a  bequest  of  stock,  goods, 
and  chattels  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  a  legacy  of  10/.  to  his  son  and  heir  Richard,  added 
Item  all  the  above  bequeathed  lands^  goods  and  chattels,  after  the  death  of  my  wife,  I 
give  and  devise  in  manner  following :  unto  my  son  Richard,  unto  my  son  ThtmuUf  unto 
my  son  Rehwt,  and  unto  eveiy  other  of  my  children  then  in  being,  share  and  share  alike 
equally  to  be  parted  between  them.  In  Gall  v-  Esdaile,  these  were  the  introductory  ex- 
pressions "  as  to  such  worldly  estate  as  it  bath  pleased  God  to  bless  me  withall  I  give 
and  dispose  as  followeth,*'  but  there  were  no  such  expressions  in  Doe  «.  Tucker:  we 
have  seen  that  these  words  in  many  cases  have  been  brought  in  aid  as  evidence  of  the 
testator's  intention  not  to  die  intestate  as  to  any  part  of  his  property.] 

(a)  The  word  perfeUtal  as  applicable  to  an  advowson,  is  only  descriptive  of  the 
thing  devised,  and  not  of  the  qwintum  of  interest. — 2  B.  &  B.  27.  1  Pri.  353.  See 
Doe  »,  Wood,  1  B.  &  Aid.  518.— NV«  to  former  edition. 
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Lord  Mansfield  said,  that  the  devise  could  not  take  effect  at 
all,  but  would  be  absolutely  void,  unless  the  heirs  of  the  body  of 
Aan  Cornish  took  as  purchasers.  The  lands  devised  were 
gavelkind,  and  it  was  manifest  the  testator  did  not  mean  that 
his  estate  should  go  in  a  course  of  descent  in  gavelkind,  for  he 
gave  it  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  Ann  Cornish,  as  well  females 
as  males  ;  therefore  they  could  not  take  otherwise  than  as  pur- 
chasers. It  would  be  a  void  devise,  if  the  words  were  to  be 
construed  as  words  of  limitation ;  for  the  testator  breaks  the 
gavelkind  descent,  by  giving  it  to  females  as  well  as  males.  He 
likewise  addsd,  ''  and  to  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  to  be 
divided  equally,  share  and  share  alike."  Nay,  he  went  further, 
''as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants."  But  this 
could  not  be,  if  they  were  to  take  in  a  course  of  gavelkind  de- 
scent, for  in  such  case  they  must  take  as  coparceners.  Upon  the 
whole,  as  uo  man  could  doubt  of  the  testator's  intention,  and  as 
this  was  the  only  method  of  effectuating  it,  and  as  there  was  no 
rule  of  law  that  prevented  heirs  taking  as  purchasers,  where  the 
intention  of  the  testator  required  it,  so  he  was  of  opinion  that 
the  words,  heirs  of  the  body,  were  words  of  purchase.  Judg- 
ment was  given  accordingly. 

45.  A  person  devised  to  his  niece  M.  O.  and  the  issue  of  her  Doev.Barnsall, 
body,  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  as  tenants  in  common  if  more  than 

one;  but  in  default  of  such  issue,  or  being  such,  if  they  should 

all  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and  without  leaving  lawful  Doe  v.  Elvey. 

issue  of  any  of  their  bodies,  then  over. 

The  Court  of  K.  B.  held,  that  the  niece  only  took  an  estate 
for  life. 

46.  A  testator  devised  to  his  daughter  Mary,  and  to  all  and  jeffeiy  v. 
every  the  child   and  children,  whether  male  or  female,  of  her  4  ^5Jdd.  398. 
body  lawfully  issuing,  and  unto  his,  her,  and  their  heirs  or  assigns 

for  ever,  as  tenants  in  common.  It  was  held  by  Sir  John  Leach, 
V.  C.  that  the  daughter  took  an  estate  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  her  children  as  tenants  in  comnM)n  in  fee. 

47.  An  estate  may  be  devised  to  a  person  for  a  term  of  years.  What  words 
as  well  as  for  any  freehold  interest ;  and  it  has  been  stated  to  fo^  yews.  ™ 
have  been  formerly  held,  that  a  devise  to  a  person  and  the  heirs  .Tit.8.c.3. 
of  his  body  for  600  years,  would  determine  by  the  death  of  the  [Doe  v.  Lake- 
devisee  without  issue;  but  that  this  doctrine  had  been  altered,  Adoi.30.] 
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and  it  was  settled  that  such  a  term  would  continue  for  500  years, 
and  vest  in  the  executors  of  the  devisee. 

48.  It  has  been  also  stated,  that  a  devise  to  executors  for  pay- 
ment of  debts  creates  an  estate  for  years ;  and  also  a  devise  till 
such  time  as  a  particular  sum  shall  be  raised  out  of  the  rents  and 

ft 

profits  of  the  lands  devised. 

49.  With  respect  to  uncertain  interests,  if  a  man  devises  lands 
to  his  wife,  till  his  son  comes  of  age,  to  provide  his  children  with 
necessaries,  this  interest  does  not  determine  by  the  death  of  the 
wife,  but  goes  to  her  executors. 

50.  If  the  devise  had  been  that  his  lands  should  descend  to 
his  son,  but  that  his  wife  should  have  the  full  profits  till  his  son 
came  of  age,  for  his  maintenance ;  here  nothing  being  given  to 
the  wife  but  a  mere  confidence,  her  interest  would  deternaine 
with  her  death. 

51.  In  a  case  which  has  been  already  stated,  it  was  resolved 
that  the  wife's  estate  determined  by  the  death  of  the  son. 
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CHAP.  XIV. 


Construction — Rule  in  Shelle^s  case. 


Sect.    1.  Applied  in  Devise*  of  legal 

EtiaieM. 
7.  Thtngh    the   Limitatian  be 

onlg  mediate. 
10.  Though  the  Estate  for  Life 

arise  by  ImpHcation, 
12.  Where   the  Word  HHr  U 

used, 
17.  Though  there  are  Superadded 

Words  (if  lAmitaiioH. 
31.  Or  words  qf  Modification  ^ 

the  Estate. 
26.  Applied  in  Devises  ^  TruMt 

Estates. 
S4.  And  in  Devises  of  Copyholds* 
88.  And  in  Wills  of  Terms  for 

Years. 
39.  The  Rule  not  applied  to  the 

Words  Sons  or  Children. 


Sect.  44.  Or  to  the  Word  Heirs,  with 
Words  of  Explanation, 

48.  Or  to  the  Word  Heir,  with 
Words  qf  Limitation. 

51,  Or  to  Heirs  with  Words  li- 
miting a  particular  kind  of 
Estaie. 

62.  Or  to  the  Heir  for  Life. 

64.  Or  to  Issue  with  Words  of 

Limitation. 
68.  Unless  the  general  Intent  re- 
quire a  different  Construc- 
tion. 

65.  Or     where    an     Executory 

Trust  is  created. 
72.  Or  where  the  Estates  are  of 

different  Natures. 
76.  C<ue  of  Perrin  v,  Blake. 
78.  General  Observations  on  the 

RuU. 


Section  I. 

The  rule  established  in  Shelley's  case,  of  the  origin  of  which  Applied  in  de* 
an  accoant  has  been  already  given,  having  been  established  for  ^^^.  ^^^ 
purposes  of  general  utility,  has  been  adopted  in  the  construction  ^*''  ^^'  ^'  ^^' 
of  devises  of  legal  estates,  as  well  as  in  that  of  deeds.     But  it 
being  a  principle  of  law  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  is  to  be 
the  chief  guide  in  the  expounding  of  devises,  it  has  been  often 
doubted  how  far  the  application  of  this  rule  should  be  extended, 
in  contradiction  to  the  particular  intention  of  the  testator.     It 
has,  however,  been  uniformly  held,  that  in  all  cases  of  devises 
of  legal  estates  wherever  lands  are  given  to  a  person  for  life, 
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or  for  any  greater  estate,  with  an  immediate  remainder  to 
the  heirs,  or  heirs  of  the  body  of  such  devisee,  the  word  **  heirs" 
or  the  words  "  heirs  of  the  body,"  shall  operate  as  words  of  limi- 
tation,  and  give  the  devisee  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  or  in  tail. 

2.  A  person  devised  lands  to  his  son  John,  to  hold  to  the  said 
John  for  life,  and  after  his  decease,  then  to  the  use  and  behoof 
of  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  ;  and  for  default  of  such  issue,  to  his 
son  Robert  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body. 

It  was  resolved  that  the  first  words  created  an  estate  tail,  as 
well  in  a  will,  as  in  any  other  conveyance.  The  estates  could 
not  stand  together,  but  the  estate  for  life  was  swallowed  up  in 
the  estate  tail. 

3.  Although  it  should  appear  from  other  circumstances,  be- 
sides an  express  devise  for  life,  that  the  testator  did  not  intend 
to  give  the  first  devisee  a  greater  estate,  such  as  a  power  to 
settle  a  jointure,  with  the  concurrence  of  trustees ;  or  an  inter- 
posed estate  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders;  or  a 
clause  that  the  devisor's  estate  should  be  without  impeachment 
of  waste ;  yet  the  Courts  have  applied  the  rule,  and  given  the 
devisee  an  estate  of  inheritance. 

4.  A  person  devised  lands  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to  the 
intent  and  purpose  that  they  should  permit  and  suffer  A*  to  re- 
ceive and  take  the  rents  and  profits  for  and  during  the  term  of 
his  natural  life;  and  after  his  decease  should  stand  seised  of 
the  same  lands  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  A. ; 
with  the  proviso  that  the  trustees  and  A.  might  make  a  jointure 
for  his  wife. 

It  was  determined  that  A.  took  an  estate  tail. 

5.  Lands  were  devised  to  B.  for  life,  without  impeachment  of 
waste,  remainder  to  trustees  and  their  heirs  during  the  life  of  B. 
to  support  contingent  remainders,  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the 
body  of  B.,  remainder  over. 

Sir  J.  Jekyll  was  of  opinion  that  an  estate  for  life  only  passed 
to  B.,  with  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  by  purchase. 
But  upon  an  appeal  to  Lord  King,  he  said  the  remainder  to  the 
heirs  of  the  body  of  B.  was  within  the  general  rule,  and  must 
operate  as  words  of  limitation,  and  consequently  create  a  vested 
estate  tail  in  B. ;  and  that  the  breaking  into  this  rule  would  oo> 
casion  the  utmost  uncertainty. 

6.  A  person  devised  in  these  words,^-^''  I  give  to  my  loriag 
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brother  G.  S.  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  the  males  having  pre- 
ference^  and  succeeding  according  to  their  births ;  and  to  pre- 
serve contingent  remainders  from  being  barred  during  the  life  of 
the  said  G.  S.,  I  give  the  said  estates  and  farms  to  my  friend 
Doctor  R. ;  and  on  failure  of  issue  of  the  said  G.  S„  I  give  the 
said  estates  and  farms  to  my  niece."  The  cause  came  on  to  be 
beard  before  Lord  Hardwicke,  who  directed  a  case  to  be  made 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  of  the  K.  B.  Afterwards,  upon 
his  resigning  the  great  seal.  Lords  Commissioners  Willes,  Smy  the, 
and  Wilmot  succeeding  to  it^  application  was  made  to  them  to 
hear  the  cause,  which  they  consented  to  do,  considering  them- 
selves as  Judges  at  law,  though  sitting  in  a  court  of  equity. 

Lord  Commissioner  Wilmot  said,  the  reason  of  the  rule  in 
Shelley's  case,  that  where  one  takes  an  estate  of  freehold,  and 
after  an  estate  is  limited  to  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  the  heirs 
male  must  take  by  descent,  and  not  by  purchase,  was  to  secure 
to  the  lord  his  fruits  on  descent,  and  had  long  since  ceased. 
But  it  had  been  better  if  that  rule  had  never  been  broke  in  upon. 
He  was  not  for  breaking  in  upon  it  further.  He  could  not  find 
any  case  where  the  words,  heirs  of  the  body,  in  the  plural  num- 
ber, and  DO  words  superadded,  had  been  considered  as  words  of 
purchase,  and  referred  to  Lord  King's  opinion  in  Papillon  t;. 
Votce^  that  the  limitation  to  trustees  did  not  control  the  es- 
tate tail. 

The  Court  declared  that  G.  S.  was  entitled  to  an  estate  tail. 

7.  Where  the  limitation  to  the  heirs,  or  heirs  of  the  body  of  Though  the  li- 

.  .        ,  .  .  •'  mitation  be  only 

the  devisee  for  life,  it  only  mediate,  by  the  interposition  of  some  mediate. 
other  estate,  the  devisee  will,  notwithstanding,  take  an  estate 
in  fee  simple,  or  in  tail,  in  remainder ;  to  take  effect  in  posses- 
sion, upon  the  determination  of  the  interposed  estate  ;  and  the 
estate  for  hfe  is  not  merged  in  the  remainder. 

8.  R.  Bromley  beins:  entitled  to  a  reversion  in  fee  in  certain  Colsonv. 
lands,  expectant  upon  the  death  of  Elizabeth  Foster,  devised  2Atk.  247. 
the  same  to  Robert  Colson  for  life,  remainder  to  trustees  during 

his  life,  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  remainder  to  the  heirs 
of  the  body  of  the  said  Robert  Colson,  remainder  over. 

The  question  was,  what  estate  Robert  Colson  took  under 
this  devise ;  and  the  case  having  been  sent  by  the  Chancellor 
(Lord  Hardwicke)  to  the  Court  of  K.  B.,  the  Judges  of  that 
Court  sent  the  following  certificate :— ''  We  have  heard  counsel 


29. 
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in  the  question  referred  by  your  Lordship  to  us ;  and  as  it  ap- 
pears by  the  state  of  the  case,  there  is,  after  the  determination  of 
the  estate  for  life  of  Robert  Colson,  a  devise  to  J.  B.  and  R.  R. 
and  their  heirs,  for  and  during  the  life  of  Robert  Colson,  we  are 
of  opinion  that  by  reason  of  that  remainder  interposing  between 
the  devise  to  Robert  for  life,  and  the  subsequent  limitation  to 
the  heirs  of  his  body,  the  said  Robert  took  an  estate  for  life,  not 
merged  by  the  devise  to  the  heirs  of  his  body ;  but  by  that  de- 
vise an  estate  tail  in  remainder  vested  in  the  said  Robert/' 

MSS.  Rep.  Against  this  certificate  the  counsel  cited  2  Roll.  Ab.  418.  pi. 

4  8c  5.  to  prove  the  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  contin- 
gent. But  after  looking  into  the  book,  Lord  Hardwicke  paid 
no  regard  to  it;  and  decreed  according  to  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges. 

Ante,  c.  8.  s.         9.  In  the  case  of  Hodgson  v.  Ambrose,  which  has  been  already 

stated,  there  was  a  devise  to  Elizabeth  Belchier  and  Catherine 
Jolland,  in  the  same  words  as  in  the  case  of  Colson  v,  Colson ; 
a  case  was  made  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  K.  B.  upon  the 
following  question : — *^  Whether  Catherine  Belchier,  the  daugh- 
ter of  Elizabeth  Belchier,  took  any,  and  what  estate  under  the 
will  of  Susan  Jolland ;  and,  secondly,  what  estate  Catherine 
Jolland  took  under  the  said  will." 

The  Judges  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  gave  their  opinion 
in  the  following  words:  "  As  to  the  question  whether  Elizabeth 
would  have  taken  an  estate  tail,  whatever  our  opinions  might  be 
if  the  case  were  new,  we  think,  as  the  case  of  Colson  v.  Col- 
son is  literally  the  same,  the  precise  question  ought  not  to  be 
again  litigated ;  and  by  that  authority  we  are  bound  to  say,  in 
the  words  of  the  certificate  in  that  case,  that  as  it  appears  by 
the  state  of  the  case  that  there  is,  after  the  determination  of  the 
estate  for  life  to  Elizabeth  Belchier,  a  devise  to  W.  A.  and  J.  P. 
and  their  heirs,  for  and  during  the  life  of  Elizabeth  Belchier,  we 
are  of  opinion  that  Elizabeth  Belchier,  if  she  had  survived  the 
testatrix,  would  have  taken  an  estate  for  life  in  the  premises  de- 
vised to  her,  not  merged  by  the  devise  to  the  heirs  of  her  body ; 
but  by  that  devise  an  estate  tail  in  remainder  would  have  vested 
in  the  said  Elizabeth ;  and  that  Catherine  Jolland  took  an  estate 
for  life  in  all  the  devised  premises,  not  merged  by  the  devise  to 
the  heirs  of  her  body ;  but  by  that  devise  an  estate  tail  in  remain- 
der, vested  in  the  said  Catherine  Jolland." 
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The  Court  having  decreed  in  conformity  to  this  certificate,  an 
appeal  was  brought  in  the  House  of  Lords,  where  the  following 
question  was  put  to  the  Judges :  ''  What  estate  Catherine  Hodg- 
son took  under  the  will."    And  the  Lord  Ch.  Baron  of  the  Ex- 
chequer having  delivered  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  Judges 
present*  "  That  Catherine  Hodgson  took  an  estate  for  life  in  all  the  [Doev.Colyear, 
premises,  not  merged  by  the  devise  to  the  heirs  of  her  body ;  and  Measure  v. Gee, 
that  by  that  devise  an  estate  tail  in  remainder  vested  in  the  said  q^q^*     ^^^' 
Catherine;"  it  was  ordered  and  decreed,  that  the  appeal  should 
be  dismissed,  and  the  decree  affirmed. 

10.  Though  no  estate  for  life  be  expressly  devised,  but  only  Though  the 
arises  by  a  necessary  implication  from  the  words  of  the  will,  yet  arise  by  impli- 
the  rule  will  be  applied.  ^»^°°- 

1 1.  I.  Foorde  made  his  will,  having  then  two  sons,  Rawlinson  Hayes  v. 

and  William,  and  a  brother  Nicholas,  who  had  then  also  two  2  Black. R. 698. 

sons,  James  and  Nicholas,  and  gave  his  real  estate  to  his  eldest 

son  Rawlinson  at  his  age  of  twenty-three,  to  enjoy  the  whole 

during  his  life.    ''And  the  whole  estate,  of  which  he  is  only 

tenant  for  life,  shall  after  his  decease  go  to  his  eldest  son  that 

shall  be  then  living  ;  and  if  he  dies  without  any  son  or  sons  to 

enjoy  it  during  their  lives  (of  which  none  are  or  shall  be  tenants 

but  while  they  live  to  enjoy  it),  that  then  it  shall  come  to  his 

brother  William  Foorde  during  his  life,  and  to  any  of  his  heirs  [Reeoe  o. Steel, 

males  during  their  lives,  and  no  longer  ;  and  if  they  die  without       i™'^»3'J 

issue  male,  then   to  the  heirs  male  of  my  brother  Nicholas 

Foorde's  sons,  and  to  any  of  their  heirs  male  during  their  lives 

(of  which  none  of  them  are  tenants  any  longer,  nor  shall  it  be  iu 

any  of  their  powers  to  sell,  dispose,  or  make  away  any  part  or 

the  whole  of  it) ;  and  in  case  they  all  die  without  heirs  male, 

then  it  is  to  go  to  the  next  of  kin  of  me." 

At  the  same  time,  and  with  the  same  solemnities,  the  testator 
published  a  schedule,  referred  to  in  the  said  will,  and  which  the 
special  verdict  found  to  be  part  of  his  will,  containing  a  very 
particular  account  of  all  his  real  and  personal  estate ;  the  title 
to  which  schedule  was  in  these  words :  "  An  account  how  I  dis- 
pose of  my  estate  to  my  son  Rawlinson  Foorde,  as  followeth  : — 
He  paying  his  mother  out  of  my  real  estate  the  sum  of  15/.  per 
annum  during  her  life,  and  24/.  per  annum  out  of  my  mortgages, 
and  then  all  to  revert  to  my  son  Rawley  Foorde,  during  his  life ; 
and  after  his  death  to  his  sons ;  and  for  want  of  sons,  to  his 
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brother  William  Foorde,  during  his  life,  and  afterwards  to  Wil- 
liam Foorde's  eldest  son ;  and  for  want  of  his  having  sons,  to  my 
brother  Nicholas  Foorde's  sons ;  and  for  want  of  any  sons,  to  my 
sons'  daughters,  and  so  to  the  next  of  kin." 

Rawlinson  and  William,  the  two  sons  of  the  testator,  died 
without  issue  male ;  James  the  eldest  nephew  died  before  Wil- 
liam the  son ;  and  upon  William's  death,  the  youngest  nephew 
entered,  and  suffered  a  recovery.  The  question  was,  whether 
Nicholas  the  nephew  took  an  estate  for  life,  or  in  tail,  under  the 
will  and  schedule. 

The  Court  of  K.  B.  in  Ireland  was  of  opinion  that  he  took 
only  an  estate  for  life. 

Upon  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Court  of  K.  B.  in  England,  Lord 
Mansfield  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  that  the  only  doubt 
was,  whether  by  the  words  of  the  will,  Nicholas,  the  nephew  of 
the  testator,  took  any  estate  by  implication.  That  this  doubt 
was  removed  by  the  schedule,  which  expressly  gave  an  estate  to 
the  sons  of  his  brother  Nicholas  Foorde ;  that  therefore  Nicholas 
the  nephew  took  an  estate  for  life  by  implication,  thus  explained, 
which  being  conjoined  to  the  estate  expressly  given  to  his  heirs 
males,  would  by  the  known  rules  of  law,  give  him  an  estate 
in  tail  male.     Judgment  was  given  accordingly. 

Wberetb^word       12.  Although  the  limitation  be  to  the  heir,  in  the  singular 

heir  biMea.       number,  yet  the  rule  will  be  applied,  and  the  devisee  will  be 

construed  to  take  an  estate  tail. 

Barley's  case,         13.  Thus,  Lord  Hale  says,  it  was  adjudged  in  43  Eliz.  that 

a  devise  to  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  the  next  heir  male,  and  for 
default  of  such  heir  male,  then  to  remain  over,  was  an  estate 
tail. 

Welkins V.  14.  A  person  devised  lands  to  his  youngest  son  for  ever,  and 

1  Roii?l'b.836.  ^^^^  ^^^  death,  to  the  heir  male  of  his  body  for  ever ;  and  for  de- 
?^l'*'  ^l«\       fault  of  such  heir  male,  to  E.  his  eldest  son  for  ever.     It  was 

2  Vera.  324.  ' 

resolved,  that  the  youngest  son  took  an  estate  tail. 
Miller  v.  15.  In  a  case  cited  by  Mr.  Robinson,  in  his  Custom  of  Oavel* 

l^.^aT.  96.   kind,  there  was  a  devise  to  Serjeant  Miller  and  his  wife  for  their 

lives,  remainder  to  the  next  heir  male  of  their  two  bodies.    It 

was  held  that  this  was  a  devise  in  tail :  for  a  devise  to  the  heir 

male  was  a  devise  in  tail,  unless  there  were  words  of  limitation 

infira,  s.  49.      superadded,  so  as  to  bring  it  within  the  reason  of  Archer's  case. 
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But  the  words  '^  first,  next,  or  eldest/'  or  any  like  words  super- 
added, made  no  difference. 

16.  Sir  T.  Trollope  devised  the  manor  of  A.  to  his  first  son  Dobbcrv. 
William  for  life,  remainder  to  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  re-  453.^^8™  ' 
mainder  to  his  second  son  Thomas  for  life,  and  after  his  death  to  ^PP*  ^,^^ 
the  first  heir  male  of  his  body. 

The  Court  held  that  the  words  "  heir  male*'  were  to  be  under-  [O'Keefe  v. 
stood  collectively,  and  that  Thomas  took  an  estate  tail ;  it  ap-  13°^.  413.] 
pearing  that  such  was  the  testator's  intention  by  the  other 
devises.    That  this  stood  distinguished  from  Archer's  case,  no  Infra,  s.  49. 
Umitation  being  superadded  to  the  words  ''  first  heir  male ;"  and 
the  word  Jirst  should  be  understood  first  in  order  of  succession 
from  time  to  time. 

17.  A  devise  to  the  heirs  or  heirs  of  the  body,  of  a  prior  de-  Though  th«re 
visee,  with  superadded  words  of  limitation,  will  be  construed  to  words. 

be  within  the  rule  in  Shelley's  case,  so  as  to  create  an  estate  in 
fee  or  in  tail. 

18.  A  person  devised  to  Nicholas  Lisle  for  his  life,  and  after  Goodright  v. 
the  decease  of  the  said  Nicholas,  he  devised  the  same  unto  the  Raym.'i437.' 
heirs  males  of  the  body  of  the  said  Nicholas,  lawfully  to  be 
begotten,  and   his  heirs  for  ever;  but  if  the  said   Nicholas 

should  happen  to  die  without  such  heir  male,  then  he  devised 
over. 

The  Judges  were  all  of  opinion  that  this  was  an  estate  tail  in 
Nicholas.  They  held,  that  the  subsequent  words  relied  on, 
as  his,  and  if  he  died  without  such  heir  male,  were  not  sufficient 
to  restrain  and  alter  the  operation  of  the  words,  heirs  males,  and  fWright «. 
fio qualify  them  as  to  make  them  a  description  of  the  person;  1  Eden/iig.] 
and  that  the  operation  of  plain  and  clear  words,  and  a  settled 
role  of^law,  should  not  be  defeated  or  broken  into  by  uncertain 
or  doubtful  words,  which  they  took  the  last  at  least  to  be. 

19.  The  following  case  was  sent  by  the  Lord  Keeper  to  the  Legate  0. 

ScwgI  I 

Court  of  C.  B.  for  its  opinion.  1  p.  wms.  67. 

G.  Legate  devised  his  lands,  in  default  of  issue  of  his  own 
body,  to  his  nephew  William  Legate,  for  and  during  the  term  of 
his  natural  life,  and  after  his  decease,  to  the  heirs  male  of  the 
body  of  his  said  nephew  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  and  the  heirs 
male  of  the  body  of  every  such  heir  male,  severally  and  succes* 
siveiy,  as  they  should  be  in  priority  of  birth ;  and  for  want  of 
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Buch'issuey  to  his  brother,  &c.  The  question  was,  whether  Wil- 
liam Legate  the  nephew  had  an  estate  tail  vested  in  him,  or  an 
estate  for  life  only. 

Three  of  the  Judges  were  of  opinion  that  William  Legate  had 
an  estate  tail  vested  in  him,  and  Mr.  Justice  Tracey  certified 
that  he  had  only  an  estate  for  life. 

Mr.  Peere  Williams  says,  the  Court  appearing  not  to  be  satis- 
fied with  the  certificate  of  the  three  Judges,  directed  an  eject- 
ment to  be  brought  in  6.  R.  in  order  to  have  the  matter  settled : 
but  it  was  said  the  parties  agreed,  and  so  the  question  was  not 
determined.  Yet  in  2  Vesey,  657,  Lord  Ilardwicke  says.  Lord 
Cowper  held  himself  bound  to  agree  with  the  three  Judges,  and 
so  decreed. 
Momsw.Waid.  20.  Thomas  Warden  devised  thus, — ^"I  give  and  bequeath 
518*  *^*'™^*  unto  my  daughter  Lucretia  all  my  plantations,  together  with  the 

negroes,  &c.,  during  the  natural  life  of  my  said  daughter.  Item, 
[NaBhv.Coates,  I  bequeath  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  my  said  daughter  Lucretia, 
8390  begotten  or  to  be  begotten,  and  to  his  or  her  heirs  for  ever,  after 

my  said  daughter's  decease,  all  my  before- mentioned  plantations, 
8cc.  But  for  want  of  such  heirs  of  the  body  of  my  said  daughter, 
I  also  give  and  bequeath  the  aforesaid  premises,  after  the  decease 
of  my  said  daughter,  to  my  own  next  heirs,  and  their  heirs  for 
ever." 

This  case  came  on  before  the  Privy  Council  upon  an  appeal 
from  Barbadoes,  and  the  following  reasons  were  used  in  the 
printed  case. 

'Mt  is  a  general  rule  of  law,  that  when  an  estate  is  limited  to 
one  for  life,  a  limitation  afterwards  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of 
that  same  person  creates  an  estate  tail.  And  though  this  be  in 
the  case  of  a  will,  there  is  no  reason  to  depart  from  there  rule; 
for  if  Lucretia  were  construed  to  have  an  estate  for  life  only, 
then  the  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  her  body  would  be  words  of 
purchase ;  and  then,  though  she  had  several  sons,  yet  the  eldest 
only  would  have  been  heir,  and  the  younger  sons  would  never 
have  taken  under  that  limitation,  though  it  was  clearly  the  tes- 
tator's intention  that  all  her  sons  should  take,  by  using  the  word 
heirs,  in  the  plural  number.  And  the  subsequent  clause, — *  for 
want  of  such  heirs  of  the  body  of  my  said  daughter,  to  my  own 
next  heirs,  and  their  heirs  for  ever,'  is  a  further  explanation  of 
his  meaning,  that  his  daughter  should  take  an  estate  tail,  with  a 
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remainder  to  his    own   right  heirs.      Signed^  N.   Fazakerley. 
D.  Ryder." 
This  case  was  heard  before  the  Privy  Council  in  1730.  when  [Measure  ». 

Gee  5  B  & 

it  was  ruled  that  Lucretia  took  an  estate  tail.  The  Chief  Justices  Aid'gio. 
Raymond  and  Eyre  assisted  at  the  decision.     And  Lord  Kenyon  2  sIm.  &^uu** 
has  said,  that  though  the  above  were  only  the  reasons  of  the  ^i^-l 
counsel  in  that  case,  they  contained  as  much  good  sense  and 
sound  law  as  if  they  had  the  authority  of  all  the  Judges  of 
England. 

21.  (The  rule  under  consideration  is  equally  applicable,  notp-  [Orwotdsof 
withstanding  superadded  words  of   modification,  inconsistent  2^^^^?^ 
with  an  estate  tail  in  the  first  taker. 

22.  Thus  where  the  devise  was  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  his 
decease  to  the  heirs  of  his  body  to  take  a  stenants  in  common  (a) ; 
or  to  the  heirs  of  his  body  in  such  shares  and  proportions, 
manner  and  form  as  A.  should  appoint  (6) ;  and  in  default 
of  appointment  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  share  and  share 
alike,  (c) 

23.  So  also  where  the  devise  was  of  real  estates,  subject  to  Doe  v.  Harvey, 
debts  and  legacies,  to  T.  C.  for  life,  and  after  the  determination  of  eio.' 

that  estate  in  his  lifetime  to  A.  and  B.  and  their  heirs  during  his 
life,  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  and  after  the  decease  of 
T.  C,  to  and  among  all  and  every  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  T.  C. 
as  well  male  as  female,  to  take  as  tenants  in  common ;  it  was 
decided  T.  C.  took  an  estate  tail. 

24.  The  above  rule  of  construction  has  not  been  adopted  with- 
out considerable  conflict  of  opinion,  involving  some  collision  of 
authority  (d) ;  but  it  is  conceived  that  the  rule  as  above  stated  is 
DOW  settled.] 

25.  There  are,  however,  some  cases  in  which  superadded  words 
of  limitation  may  control  the  words  ''  heirs,"  and  "  heirs  of  the 
body,"  so  as  to  render  them  words  of  purchase ;  of  which  an 
account  will  be  given  hereafter. 

(a)  [6eiiiieU9.£arlTankerTine,19Ves.l70.  Doev.Featherstone,  lB.&Adol.944. 

(6)  Doe  V.  Goldsmith,  7  Taunt.  209. 

(e)  Doe  9.  Jesaoo,  5  M.  &  Sel.  95.  3  Bli.  1. ;  infra,  s.  62. 

(d)  Wilaon  «.  Vanaittart,  Amb.  662.  Doe  d.  Browne  v.  Holme.  3  Wilson,  237, 
341.  Doe  V,  Laming,  2  Burr.  1100.  Doe  v.  Ironmonger,  3  East,  533.  Doe  v.  Goff, 
11  East,  668.  Gretton  v.  Haward,  6  Taunt.  94.  Crump  v.  Norwood,  7  Taunt.  362. 
2  l^Ianfa.  161.  Right  v,  Creber,  5  B.  &  Cress.  866.,  and  other  cases  which  it  is  not  con- 
sidered neccsmry  to  cite  in  this  place.] 
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Applied  in  de- 
vises of  trust 
estates. 


Sweetaple  v. 

Bindon, 

Tit.S.c.2.s.l4. 


Bale  o. 

Coleman,  1  P. 
Wms.  142. 


[PhUips  V. 
Brydges, 
3  Ves.  130.] 


Vide  infra. 


Bagshaw  o. 
Spencer, 
Collect.  Jar. 
vol.  1.  378. 
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26.  In  consequence  of  the  rule  that  equity  follows  the  law,  it 
has  been  long  settled  that  in  devises  of  mere  trust  estates,  where 
no  conveyance  is  directed  to  be  made,  the  construction  is  the 
same  in  Chancery,  as  it  would  be  in  a  court  of  common  law, 
upon  a  devise  of  a  legal  estate ;  so  that  the  rule  in  Shelley's  case 
is  there  applied  to  the  construction  of  devises^  as  well  as  at  law. 

27.  One  devised  lands  to  four  persons  and  their  heirs,  for 
payment  of  debts,  and  afterwards  to  the  use  of  them  and  their 
heirs.  After  which,  by  a  codicili  he  devised  that  his  will  should 
stand,  saving  that  when  his  debts  were  paid,  A.,  who  was  one  of 
the  four  devisees  in  the  will,  should  have  his  share  of  the  lands 
to  himself  for  life,  with  a  power  to  make  leases  for  ninety-nine 
years  determinable  on  three  lives,  remainder  to  the  heirs  male  of 
his  body,  remainder  over. 

Lord  Cowper  was  of  opinion  that  A.  ought  to  be  tenant  for 
life  only,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male. 
But  the  case  coming  on  before  Lord  Harcourt,  on  a  rehearing,  he 
said — *'  This  being  the  case  of  a  will,  differs  from  the  several 
cases  that  have  been  cited  of  marriage  articles,  in  the  nature  of 
which  the  issue  are  particularly  considered,  and  looked  upon  as 
purchasers ;  and  for  which  reason  the  Court  has  restrained  the 
general  expressions  made  use  of  by  the  parties ;  for  it  cannot 
reasonably  be  supposed  that  a  valuable  consideration  would  be 
given  for  the  settlement  of  an  estate,  which,  as  soon  as  settled, 
the  husband  might  destroy.  But  no  case  has  been  cited  wh«ne, 
upon  the  words  of  a  will,  or  the  parties  claim  voluntarily,  the 
like  decree  has  been  made.  In  all  such  cases  the  testator's 
intent  must  be  presumed  to  be  consistent  with  the  rules  of  law,  and 
at  law  these  words  would  certainly  create  an  entail.  Neither  can 
it  be  inferred  with  any  certainty,  from  the  power  of  leasing  given 
by  the  testator,  that  no  estate  tail  was  intended ;  in  regard  such 
power  of  leasing  is  more  beneficial  than  that  given  to  tenant  in 
tail  by  statute.  And  as  the  debts  are  admitted  by  the  pleadings 
to  be  all  paid,  the  same  construction  is  now  to  be  made,  as  if 
there  had  been  originally  no  trust.  So  decree  A.'s  share  or  fourth 
part  to  be  conveyed  to  him  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  re- 
mainder over,"  &c. 

28.  The  doctrine  laid  down  in  the  preceding  case,  was  contra- 
dicted by  Lord  Hardwicke  in  the  following  one.  A  person  de* 
vised  an  estate  to  trustees,  their  heirs,  and  assigns,  in  trust  that 
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they  and  their  heirs  should  in  the  first  place,  by  the  rents  and 
profits,  or  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  premises,  raise  so  much  as 
should  be  necessary  for  the  payment  of  his  debts ;  and  after 
payment  thereof  gave  the  same  unto  his  trustees  for  500  years, 
without  impeachment  of  waste,  upon  trust  as  after  mentioned ; 
and  then  went  on  in  these  words, — "  And  from  and  after  the 
determination  of  the  said  estate  for  years,  then  I  give  and  devise 
all  my  said  lands,  &c.  unto  my  said  trustees,  their  heirs  an 
assigns,  my  mind  being  that  my  said  trustees  shall  be  and  stand 
seised  of  the  said  premises  in  trust  to  the  several  uses,  behoofs, 
intents,  and  purposes  after  declared ;  viz.  as  for  one  moiety  o 
the  same  premises,  I  give  and  devise  the  same  to  the  use  and 
behoof  of  my  nephew  Thomas  Bagshaw,  for  the  term  of  his  na- 
tural life,  without  impeachment  of  waste ;  and  from  and  after 
the  determination  of  that  estate,  to  my  said  trustees  and  their 
heirs,  for  and  during  the  life  of  the  said  Thomas  Bagshaw,  to 
preserve  and  support  the  contingent  uses  and  remainders  herein- 
after limited,  but  to  permit  the  said  Thomas  Bagshaw  to  receive 
the  rents  and  profits  during  his  natural  life ;  and  after  his  de- 
cease, then  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the 
said  Thomas ;"  and  for  want  of  such  issue,  then  to  Benjamin 
Bagshaw  in  the  same  manner. 

Lord  Hardwicke  held  that  Benjamin  Bagshaw  took  an  estate 
for  life  only;  for  if  a  conveyance  had  been  prayed,  there  must 
have  been  a  limitation  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remain- 
ders, and  then  the  next  limitation  must  have  been  to  the  first 
and  other  sons  of  Benjamin  Bagshaw ;  for  there  were  no  contin- 
gent uses  or  remainders,  unless  the  limitations  to  the  heirs  of 
the  body  of  B.  Bagshaw  were  allowed  to  be  such. 

The  preceding  case  is  not  now  held  to  be  any  authority,  as  it 
has  been  contradicted  by  Lord  Keeper  Henley,  in  a  case  which  Fearne,  Com. 
will  be  stated  hereafter ;  and  also  by  a  determination  of  Lord  ed.  a! 
Thurlow. 

29.  Sir  Edward  Turner  devised  all  his  real  estate  to  C.  B.,  in  ^arth  v. 
trust  to  pay  the  rents  to  Sarah  Garth  for  her  life,  and  after  her  2  Ves.  s'  646. 
death,  to  pay  the  same  to  Edward  Turner  Garth  her  son  for  life,  i|5['i5,^'  ^* 
and  afterwards  to  pay  the  same  to  the  heirs  of  his  body. 

Lord  Hardwicke  said,  that  upon  the  true  construction  of  this 
will,  he  was  obliged  by  the  rules  of  law  and  equity  to  direct  the 
conveyance  to  be  to  the  ion  in  tail :  because  in  limitations  of  a 
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trust,  either  of  real  or  personal  estate,  to  be  determined  in  the 
Coart  of  Chancery,  the  construction  ought  to  be  made  accord- 
ing to  the  construction  of  iimitations  of  a  legal  estate ;  with  this 
distinction,  unless  the  intent  of  the  testator,  or  author  of  the 
trust,  plainly  appears  to  the  contrary.  But  if  the  intent  does 
not  plainly  appear  to  contradict  and  overrule  the  legal  construc- 
tion of  the  limitation,  it  was  never  laid  down,  nor  was  it  by  him 
in  the  case  of  Bagshaw  v.  Spencer,  that  the  legal  construction 
should  be  overruled  by  any  thing  but  the  plain  intent.  That  he 
was  not  in  a  court  of  equity  to  over*rule  the  legal  construction 
of  the  limitation,  unless  the  intent  of  the  testator,  or  author  of 
the  trust,  appeared  by  declaration  plain,  that  is,  not  saying  it  in 
so  many  words,  but  plain  expression,  or  necessary  implication  of 
his  intent ;  which  was  the  same  thing. 
Wright  V.  30.  Henry  Rayney  having  five  grandchildren,  devised  all  his 

AmbTsss.  freehold  estates  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  in  trust  to  raise  a 
RMn*i26tId*8  '""*  ^^  money  for  his  grandchildren ;  and  subject  thereto,  to  the 
1  Eden,  119.  use  of  his  nephew  T.  Rayney  and  his  assigns  for  his  life,  remainder 
to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  remainder  to  the 
use  of  the  heirs  male  of  the  said  T.  Rayney  begotten,  and  their 
heirs;  provided  that  in  case  the  said  T.  Rayney  should  die 
without  leaving  any  issue  male  of  his  body  living  at  his  death, 
then  and  in  such  case  he  subjected  the  premises  to  the  payment 
of  100/.  a-piece  to  his  two  nieces;  and  for  default  of  such  issue 
male  of  his  said  nephew  T.  Rayney,  then,  as  to  all  the  premises, 
to  his  five  grandchildren,  or  such  as  should  be  living  at  the  time 
of  the  failure  of  issue  male  of  the  said  T.  Rayney,  their  heirs 
and  assigns :  provided  that  the  said  T.  Rayney  should  be  put 
out  apprentice  to  a  surgeon,  or  sent  to  Cambridge ;  and  in  case 
he  should  refuse  to  be  an  apprentice,  or  to  go  to  Cambridge, 
then  his  will  was  that  the  estate  so  before  limited  to  the  said 
T.  Rayney  for  his  life,  should  cease  and  determine,  and  be  void, 
as  if  he  had  been  dead ;  and  that  the  s^ id  premises  so  limited  to 
the  said  Thomas  for  his  life,  and  his  issue  male  as  aforesaid, 
should  from  thenceforth  revert  over  and  go  to  such  of  his  grand- 
children as  should  be  living,  and  to  their  heirs. 

T.  Rayney  died  without  issue,  having  suffered  a  recovery  of 
the  premises  ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  he  took  an  estate 
tail,  or  an  estate  for  life. 

Lord  Keeper  Henley  said,  firsts  that  the  estate  was  a  fee  in 
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the  trustees,  and  not  executed  by  the  statute  of  Uses  in  any  of 
the  subsequent  limitations.  But  he  thought  that  was  not  very 
material  in  the  principal  case,  as  by  the  will  the  trusts  were 
fully  limited  and  declared.  For  he  thought  it  very  dangerous 
that  a  different  construction  should  be  put  upon  words  of  limita- 
tion in  cases  of  trusts  and  legal  estates,  except  where  the  limita- 
tions were  imperfect,  and  something  seemed  left  to  be  done  by 
the  trustees  in  the  first  place ;  and,  consequently,  secondarily 
by  the  Court  of  Chancery. 

The  second  question  was,  whether  the  heirs  male  of  Thomas 
Rayney  took  a  fee  as  purchasers,  or  in  tail,  under  the  limitation 
to  the  father.  He  thought  that  T.  Rayney  took  an  estate  tail, 
from  the  apparent  intent  of  the  testator,  who  plainly  intended 
that  the  heirs  male,  &c.  should  not  take  an  estate  in  fee,  which 
they  must,  if  they  took  as  purchasers.  He  was  considering,  he 
said,  whether  he  could  not  make  this  construction,  viz.  to  Thomas 
for  life,  then  to  his  heirs  male  in  tail,  then  to  the  grandchildren. 
And  if  the  limitation  had  been,  for  default  of  such  heirs  of  the 
body,  he  might  have  considered  it  as  heirs  of  the  body  of  the 
heirs  male,  &c.  mentioned  before.  But  the  limitation  there  was, 
for  default  of  such  issue  male,  &c.  He  thought  the  woixls,  and 
their  heirs^  in  the  will,  were  redundant  and  surplusage ;  and 
that  Thomas  Rayney  took  an  estate  tail ;  and  consequently 
that  the  recovery  suffered  by  him  was  good.  And  though  it 
was  a  rule  never  to  reject  words  in  a  will,  if  they  could 
stand,  yet  he  must  do  it  in  this  case,  to  support  the  testator's 
intent. 

He  said,  that  in  the  case  of  Bagshaw  v.  Spencer,  which  was 
a  case  of  a  trust,  as  the  principal  one  was,  Lord  Hardwicke  did 
upon  that  ground,  and  the  limitation  of  the  other  moiety  of  the 
estate  to  the  Spencers,  and  other  circumstances  in  the  case, 
which  showed  the  intent  of  the  testator  plain  and  clear,  con- 
strue it  to  be  only  an  estate  for  life  in  Bagshaw,  contrary  to 
the  former  determinations.  He  did  it  on  the  plain  intent  of  the 
testator,  and  in  so  doing  assumed  no  more  power  than  every 
court  of  law  had. 

31.  John  Holman  gave  all  his  estate  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  Austen  v. 
to  the  uses,  trusts,  and  purposes  therein  mentioned  ;  first,  to  the  \mh!'376. 
intent  that  his  sisters  should  receive  an  annuity  for  their  lives,  ^  ^^°'  ^^^* 
and  subject  thereto,  in  trust  for  the  plaintiff  for  life,  remainder 
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Jervoiie  «.  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  remainder  to  the 
thumberland,  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  plaintiff,  remainder  to  his  own  right 
5591^72.  &  see  ^^^^'  He  also  gave  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  trustees, 
per  Lord  Eldon,  yj  j^yg^  |^  ^J^y  landg  in  fge  which  he  directed  should  remain, 

17  Vei.  p,  76.  ^  ■'  '  ' 

continue,  and  be,  to,  for,  and  upon  such  and  the  like  estate  and 
estates,  trusts,  intents  and  purposes,  as  were  by  him  before  de* 
vised,  limited,  or  declared  of  and  concerning  his  lands  and  pre- 
mises therein-before  devised,  or  as  near  thereto  as  might  be,  and 
the  deaths  of  persons  would  admit 

Upon  a  bill  to  have  the  residue  laid  out  according  to  the  will, 
the  question  was,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  an  estate 
for  life,  or  in  tail,  in  the  lands  to  be  purchased. 

Lord  Keeper  Henley  said,  nothing  was  left  to  the  trustees  to 
be  done,  but  to  buy  the  land  ;  the  testator  had  declared  the  uses 
of  the  land,  when  purchased  :  he  did  not  believe  the  testator  in* 
tended  the  trustees  should  make  a  conveyance ;  there  was  no 
necessity  for  it.  It  was  said,  if  the  words  in  the  former  limita* 
tion  had  been  again  repeated,  it  would  have  been  the  very  case 
Infra,  s.  65.       of  PapiUon  V.  Voice ;  but  he  thought  otherwise.    There  vras  a 

direction  to  the  trustees  in  that  case  to  convey,  but  there  was  no 
direction  here.    The  true  guide  was  this,  where  the  assistance  of 
trustees,  which  was  ultimately  the  assistance  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  was  prayed  in  aid,  to  complete  a  limitation,  in  that 
case  the  limitation  in  the  will  not  being  complete,  it  was  a  suffi- 
cient declaration  of  the  testator's  intention  that  the  Court  should 
model  the  limitations ;  but  where  the  trusts  and  limitations  were 
expressly  declared,  the  Court  had  no  authority  to  interfere,  and 
make  them  different  from  what  they  would  be  at  law. 
Decreed  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  an  estate  taiL 
Jones  V.  Mor-         32.  Sir  William  Morgan  devised  an  estate  to  trustees,  to  raise 
^.°C.^20^'       money  in  aid  of  his  personal  estate,  for  the  payment  of  his  debts ; 

and  after  payment  thereof,  then  to  stand  seised  to  the  use  of  his 
son  William,  for  and  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  without 
impeachment  of  waste ;  and  from  and  after  his  decease,  to  the 
use  and  behoof  of  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  his  said  son 
William,  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  severally,  respectively,  and  in 
remainder,  one  after  another,  as  they  and  every  of  them  should 
be  in  priority  of  birth  and  seniority  of  age ;  and  for  default  of 
such  issue,  to  any  after-born  son  he  might  have ;  with  a  power. 
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while  in  possession^  of  leasing,  making  a  jointure,  and  raising 
portions  for  yoanger  children. 

The  question  was,  whether  William  the  son  took  an  estate  in 
tail  or  for  lifo  only. 

Lord  Thurlow  said,  he  could  not  distinguish  this  case  from 
that  of  Wright  v.  Pearson,  with  which  the  case  of  Bagshaw  v. 
Spencer  could  not  stand.    It  had  been  contended,  that  however 
it  might  be  at  law,  it  should  be  construed  otherwise  in  equity, 
for  that  the  whole  fee  was  given  to  the  trustees,  as  it  might  be 
necessary  for  the  payment  of  the  debts ;  but  after  payment  of 
the  debts  the  testator  did  not  mean  to  leave  any  thing  executory ; 
no,  the  trustees  were  to  stand  seised  to  the  subsequent  uses.     If 
this  was  not  a  legal  estate,  it  was  only  not  so  because  the  first 
use  might  absorb  the  whole  estate ;  then  the  only  question  was, 
whether,  under  the  cases  decided,  he  must  consider  this  point  as 
being  different  in  the  case  of  legal  and  equitable  estates.  '  In 
Garth  v.  Baldwin  the  construction  restored  the  law,  that  trusts 
were  to  be  considered  in  the  same  manner  as  legal  estates ;  if 
that  were  so,  there  could  not  be  a  more  proper  case  to  apply  the  [Pooler.  Poole, 
rule  than  this,  as  there  could  be  nothing  so  near  a  legal  estate  620.  Vnrra, 
as  the  present :  he  thought  therefore  the  same  rule  of  construe-  '*  ^'^'^ 
tion  mast  apply  in  equity,  as  at  law ;  and  decreed  that  William 
took  an  estate  tail. 

33*  Where  the  Court  of  Chancery  is  called  upon  to  direct  a 
conveyance  to  be  made  under  a  will,  the  construction  has  been 
different ;  of  which  an  account  will  be  given  hereafter. 

34.  The  rule  in  Shelley's  case  has  been  applied  in  the  con-  And  in  devises 
struction  of  devises  of  copyholds.    As  where  a  person  who  had  ^  ^^^^  ^ 
surrendered  a  copyhold  to  the  use  of  his  will,  devised  it  to  B.  for  Pawseyv.lvow- 
life,  and  after  his  death,  to  the  heirs  of  his  body  begotten.     It  ^^j'^Roi.Ab. 
was  held  that  the  word  heir  being  nomen  collecUvum,  was  equi- 
valent to  the  word  heirs,  in  the  plural  number,  and  so  B.  took 
a  fee  executed  ;  and  his  heir  should  have  it  by  descent,  and  not 
by  purchase.    But  Lord  C.  B.  Gilbert  has  observed  on  this  case,  Ten.  270. 
Ihat  it  must  have  been  meant  of  a  fee  tail,  because  the  heirs 
were  restrained  to  the  body  of  B. 

36.  In  ejectment,  Lord  Ch.  J.  Pratt  ruled  this  case :  A.  sur-  Busby  v. 
rendered  a  copyhold  estate  to  the  use  of  his  will,  and  then  de-  ?stra!445. 
▼bed  it  to  B.  for  life,  and  after  his  decease  to  the  heirs  of  his 

VOL.    VI.  u 
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body.  B.  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator.  It  was  keld  that 
his  heir  could  take  nothing ;  for  it  was  a  devise  in  tail  to  B. ;  the 
words,  **  heirs  of  his  body/'  being  words  of  limitatioB. 

36.  [The  rule  in  Shelley's  case  has  been  also  applied  to  the 

construction  of  limitations  in  wills  and  deeds  of  estates  pur  autre 

3P.Wms.262.  vU.    In  Low  v.  Burron,  a  person  seised  of  an  estate  for  three 

livesi  devised  it  to  his  daughter  Mary  for  life,  remainder  to  her 
issue  male,  remainder  over :  the  questions  in  the  cause  and  the 
decision  were  grounded  on  the  assumption  that  Mary  took  a 
gtuui  estate  tail. 
2  Atk.  258.  37.  In  Forster  f>.  Forster  leaseholds  for  lives  were  aettkd  vpon 

trust  for  John  Forster  for  life,  and  (after  an  intennediate  charge 
for  portions,)  in  trust  for  the  heirs  male  of  John,  remainder  ia 
trust  for  the  heirs  male  of  Charles,  the  father  and  settlor,  re* 
mainder  to  his  right  heirs.  It  was  decided  that  the  iHmitatioo8 
to  the  heirs  of  the  body,  and  to  the  right  heirs  of  Charles*  were 
not  words  of  purchase,  giving  contingent  remainders  to  the  heirs 
Williams  v.  male  of  Charles^  but  were  words  of  limitation,  and  that  upon  the 
s!^i.^    ^'     death  of  Charles,  the  quasi  entail  was  executed  in  possession  ia 

John,  and  that  he  had  barred  it  hy  a  subsequent  settlemeut.] 
ADd  in  wills  of       38.  The  Tule  in  SbeUey's  case  has  also  been  applied  in  the 
terms  for  years.   g^ugjj.Q^|^^  ^f  ^jg  ^f  i^xvM  for  years.    Therefore  if  a  term  be 

Dod  V.  Dicken-  given  to  A.  for  life,  and  afterwards  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  these 
451.  pi.  25.    '  words  are  generally  construed  to  be  words  of  limitation,  and  the 

whole  vests  in  the  first  taker.    But  if  there  appear  any  cironm^ 

stance  or  -clause  in  the  will  to  show  the  intention  that  these 
Fearae.  Ex.        wofds  shottld  be  words  of  purchase,  «nd  not  of  Umitatioti,  then 

it  seems  the  ancestor  will  take  for  life  only,  and  his  heir  will  take 

by  purchase. 
The  niie  not  39.  The  rule  in  Shelley's  case  does  not  apply  to  the  words 

worffsoM'tr     ''  sons''  or  '•  children."  And  therefore  a  devise  to  A-  for  life,  with 
chiidrea.  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons,  or  to  his  -sons  or  chHdren, 

Tit.  32.  c.  23.  ^      i-o  1 

gives  to  A.  only  an  estate  for  life,  and  his  sons  or  obHdren  wiH 
take  by  purchase. 
1  Vent.  231.  40.  Thus  Lord  Hale  has  cited  a  case  stated  in  i  Boll.  Ab. 

837.  pi.  13.  where  a  person  devised  to  his  eldest  son  ibr  life,  U 
non  ahihr;  and  after  his  decease  to  tlie  sons  of  his  body ;  it  was 
held  to  be  an  estate  for  life  only  in  the  son.  And  the  nasal 
mode  of  creating  a  strict  settlement  by  will  is,  to  devise  to  the 
eldest  son  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons 
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severally  and  successively,  and  to  the  beirs  male  of  the  bodies  of 
such  first  and  other  sons ;  remainder  to  the  other  sons  of  the 
testator  in  the  same  manner. 

41.  A  person  devised  his  estate  to  his  son  for  life,  and  aftfir  Ginger  v. 
his  decease  to  the  male  children  of  the  said  son,  successively  one  wiUes,  348. 
after  another  as  they  were  in  priority  of  age,  and  to  their  heirs ; 

and  in  default  of  such  male  children,  he  gave  the  same  to  the 
female  children  of  the  said  son,  and  their  heirs  ;  and  in  case  the 
said  son  should  die  without  issue,  then  he  devised  the  premises 
to  his  grandsoD  in  fee. 

It  was  resolved,  L  That  the  devisee  did  not  take  an  immediate 
estate  tail  by  the  devise  to  his  male  and  female  children ;  and 
II.  That  under  the  words,  **  in  case  the  said  son  should  die 
without  issue,"  he  did  not  take  an  estate  tail  by  implication  in  Aute,  c.  12. 
remainder,  after  the  limitation  to  his  children. 

42.  A  will  was  made  in  these  words :  "  My  will  is  that  my  Goodtitle  v. 

\X7«^l*    II 

son  shall  have  and  enjoy  the  manor  of  B.  only  for  his  life,  and  wiUes,  592. 
then  the  premises  shall  descend  and  come  to  his  male  children, 
if  he  have  any,  for  their  natural  lives  only,  and  to  the  male  chil- 
dren descending  from  them.'' 
It  was  resolved  that  the  son  took  an  estate  for  life  only. 

43.  A  person  devised  a  house  to  his  son  for  his  life,  and  after  Goodright «. 
his  death  unto  all  and  every  his  children  equally,  and  to  their  Doug.  264. 
heirs ;  and  in  case  he  died  without  issue  he  gave  the  premises  ^^^  ^21 
to  his  daughters. 

It  was  admitted  that  the  son  took  an  estate  for  life  only. 

44.  Where  an  estate  is  devised  to  a  person  for  life,  with  re-  Or  to  the  word 
mainder  to  his  heirs,  or  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and  there  are  wonl'sofezpla- 
words  of  explanation  annexed  to  the  word  heirs,  from  whence  °^^^°* 

it  may  be  collected  that  the  testator  meant  to  qualify  the 
meaning  of  the  word  heirs,  and  not  to  use  it  in  a  technical 
sense,  but  as  a  description  of  the  person  or  persons  to  whom 
he  intended  to  give  his  estate,  after  the  death  of  the  first  de- 
visee; the  word  heirs  will  in  that  case  operate  as  a  word  of 
purchase. 

45.  A  person  devised  to  trustees,  to  the  use  of  and  in  trust  Goodtitle  «. 
for  her  sister  Margaret  Davie  and  her  assigns,  during  her  1  East,  264. 
natural  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  remainder  to  the 

same  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders ;  and  from  and 
after  her  ^kcease,  then  to  the  use  of  and  in  trust  for  the  heirs  male 

u  2 
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of  the  body  of  the  said  Margaret  to  be  begotten,  severally,  sue* 
cessively,  and  in  remainder  one  after  another  as  they  and  any 
of  them  should  be  in  seniority  of  age  and  priority  of  birth,  the 
elder  of  such  sons,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  lawfully 
issuing,  being  always  preferred  and  to  take  before  the  younger 
of  such  son  and  sons,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  and  their  body 
and  bodies ;  and  for  want  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  then  to 
the  use  of  and  in  trust  for  all  and  every  the  daughter  and 
daughters  of  the  body  of  the  said  Margaret  to  be  begotten,  to  be 
equally  divided  amongst  them,  if  more  than  one,  share  and  share 
alike,  to  take  as  tenants  in  common  and  not  as  joint  tenants, 
and  of  the  several  and  respective  heirs  of  the  body  and  bodies  of 
such  daughter  and  daughters ;  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  re- 
mainder over. 

Lord  Kenyon  said  he  had  not  the  smallest  doubt  upon  the 
«0rr^.«^^^.- .        Q2iAe.    The  intention  was  most  obvious  to  give  the  firat  taker 
only  an  estate  for  life ;  but  if  that  intention  could  not  be  car- 
ried into  effect,  without  shaking  a  positive  rule  of  law,  he  should 
ADte,  S.8.         certainly  bow  to  the  decisions.    The  case  of  Colson  v.  Colson 
Infra.  went  on  the  same  ground,  and  so  afterwards  did  Perrin  v.  Blake 

in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  where  the  Judges  thought,  that  after 
the  rule  of  law  in  Shelley's  case  had  governed  so  many  subse- 
quent decisions,  however  imperfect  in  itself  as  a  rule  for  con- 
struing the  intention  of  a  testator,  it  was  necessary  to  abide  by 
it.  That  rule,  however,  was  only  established  to  the  extent  in 
which  it  was  to  be  found  in  Shelley's  case,  to  this  effect,  that  if 
1  R«p.  104.  b.  an  estate  of  freehold  be  given  to  a  man,  and  either  mediately  or 
immediately,  in  any  part  of  the  same  instrument,  an  estate  was 
limited  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  the  latter  limitation  would  unite 
with  the  former,  and  give  him  an  estate  tail.  But  it  never  had 
been  decided  that  those  words  might  not  be  otherwise  explained 
in  the  will  by  the  testator  himself.  They  were  so  explained  in 
Lowe  V.  Davies.  The  estate  which  was  the  subject  of  dispute  in 
that  case,  came  afterwards  to  a  gentleman  who  was  not  perfectly 
satisfied  with  the  decision,  and  would  have  canvassed  it  again. 
His  doubts  were  founded  upon  an  old  opinion  which  he  had  dis- 
covered of  Lord  Holt's,  that  the  words,  heirs  of  the  body,  were 
so  positive  to  give  an  estate  tail  to  the  first  taker,  that  they 
could  not  be  gotten  rid  of  by  subsequent  words.  That  opinion 
he  had  seen,  but  it  was  certainly  too  strait-laced  a  construction, 
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and  nobody  had  ever  doubted  but  that  the  case  of  Lowe  v.  Davies  Ante,  c.  13. 
was  rightly  decided.  That  case,  however,  if  it  wanted  con- 
firmation, had  been  fortified  by  the  subsequent  determination  in 
Doe  V.  Laming ;  the  Court  there  clearly  thought  that  the  sub-  Idem,  s.  44. 
sequent  words,  as  well  females  as  males,  showed  that  the  testator 
meant  the  words,  heirs  of  the  body,  Sec.  to  be  words  of  descrip- 
tion of  the  persons  whom  he  intended  should  next  take,  and  not 
to  be  words  of  limitation ;  and  therefore  in  this  case  Margaret 
took  only  an  estate  for  life. 

Mr.  Justice  Lawrence  said,  the  question  was,  whether  the 
words,  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  Margaret,  were  descriptive  of 
the  persons  whom  the  testatrix  afterwards  called  son  or  sons ; 
for  of  the  intention  there  could  be  no  doubt.  She  first  gave 
Margaret  an  express  estate  for  life,  without  impeachment  of 
waste,  then  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  then, 
after  Margaret's  decease,  to  the  heirs  male  of  her  body  to  be 
begotten,  severally,  successively,  and  in  remainder  one  after 
another,  &c.  All  this  was  unnecessary  if  the  testatrix  meant  to 
give  Margaret  an  estate  tail ;  but  then  she  went  on, — **  the  elder 
of  such  sons  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  to  be  preferred 
before  the  younger  of  such  son  and  sons ;"  evidently  meaning  the 
same  persons  whom  she  had  before  described  as  heirs  male  of 
the  body  of  Margaret :  therefore  this  fell  directly  within  the  case 
of  Lowe  v.  Davies,  and  was  the  same  as  if  the  testatrix  had  said, 
by  heirs  male  of  the  body  I  mean  the  eldest  son  and  other  son 
and  sons  of  Margaret ;  and  if  she  had  said  so  in  as  many  words, 
it  could  not  be  questioned,  but  that  the  former  words  must  have 
had  that  construction  put  upon  them :  now  the  words  made  use 
of  were  in  effect  the  same.  Then  the  testatrix  proceeded  to  give 
an  estate  to  the  daughters  of  Margaret  in  the  same  manner; 
that  also  showed  that  by  the  words  such  son  and  sons,  she 
meant  the  same  persons  whom  she  had  before  described  as  the 
heirs  male  of  Margaret ;  for  she  first  provided  for  the  sons,  and 
then  for  the  daughters  of  the  first  taker.  It  was  no  answer  to 
say  that  by  this  construction,  if  the  eldest  son  of  Margaret  had 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix,  leaving  a  son,  the  devise 
would  have  lapsed,  and  the  grandson  been  disinherited ;  for  if 
the  obvious  meaning  of  the  will  was  that  Margaret  should  only 
take  for  life,  they  could  not  enlarge  that  estate,  in  order  to  pre- 
vent a  possible  inconvenience. 


294  TUU  XXXVIII.  Devise.  Ch.  XIV.  s.  46^47. 


Printed  cases,        Judgment  was  given  that  Margaret  took  only  an  estate  for 

life.  And  upon  a  writ  of  error  from  this  judgment  to  the  House 
of  Lords,  the  fdlowing  question  was  put  to  the  Judges :  What 
estate  Margaret  Davie  took  ?  The  Lord  Ch.  B.  delivered  their 
unanimous  opinion,  that  Margaret  Davie  took  an  estate  for  life. 
Whereupon  the  judgment  was  aflSrmed. 

46.  In  a  subsequent  case,  which  is  neariy  similar  to  the  last 

one,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  did  not  think  it  could  restrain 

the  legal  effect  of  the  words  heirs  of  the  body,  so  as  to  ooavert 

them  into  words  of  purchase. 

Poole  V,  47.  Lands  were  devised  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to  the  use 

Pd.  620.  ^^      ^^  ^^^"^  ^^^  ^cii*  heirs,  in  trust  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 

testator's  first  son  during  his  life,  and  also  upon  trust  to  preserve 
the  contingent  remainders  from  being  defeated  or  destroyed ; 
and  after  his  decease  to  the  several  heirs  male  of  such  first  son 
lawfully  issuing,  so  as  the  elder  of  such  sons  and  the  heirs  male 
of  his  body  should  always  be  preferred  and  take  before  the 
younger,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body ;  and  for  want  of  such 
issue,  in  trust  for  his  second,  third,  fourth,  and  all  and  every 
other  son  and  sons,  for  their  respective  lives,  with  remainders  as 
before ;  and  for  want  of  such  issue  in  trust  for  his  first  daughter, 
and  every  other  his  daughter  and  daughters,  for  their  several 
and  respective  lives ;  and  also  upon  trust  to  preserve  the  contiur 
gent  remainders  from  being  defeated  and  destroyed ;  and  from 
and  after  their  several  deceases,  in  trust  for  the  several  heirs 
male  of  their  several  and  respective  bodies  lawfully  issuing,  so 
as  the  elder  of  such  daughters  and  the  several  heirs  male  of  her 
body  should  always  be  preferred  and  take  before  the  younger  of 
the  same  daughters,  and  the  heirs  male  of  her  and  their  bodies: 
with  power  to  the  persons  who  should  be  entitled  to  the  possession 
of  his  said  estates  to  settle  jointures. 

The  testator  died,  leaving  a  son,  and  the  question  upon  a  case 
sent  out  of  Chancery  to  the  Court  of  C.  P.  was,  what  estate  that 
son  took  under  the  will. 

The  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  certified  to  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  that  if  the  devises  contained  in  the  will  to  the 
children  of  the  testator  and  their  issue,  had  been  devises  of 
legal  estates,  the  only  son  of  the  testator  would  have  taken  an 
estate  in  tail  male ;  there  not  appearing  upon  the  whole  will  to- 
gether sufficient  indication  of  the  testator's  intention  to  restrain 
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the  hgil  eflfbei  of  ibe  words,  heirs  male  of  the  body,  and  to  con- 
vert them  into  words  of  purchase. 

4&  Where  words  of  limitation  are  superadded  to  the  word  Or  to  the  word 
beir  in  the  siogolar  number,  fiMMn  which  it  appears  to  have  been  of  limitation^ 
the  intention  of  the  testator  to  denote,  by  the  word  heir,  a  new  ^^^^^  ^  ^ 
stock  aad  root  of  inheritance,  it  will  be  construed  a  word  of  pur- 
chise ;  and  the  first  devisee  will  only  take  an  estate  for  life. 

49.  F.  Archer  devised  lands  to  Robert  Archer  the  father,  for  Archer's  case, 
his  life,  and  afterwards  to  the  next  beir  male  of  Robert,  and  the  ^  ^^^'  ^^'  ^' 
heirs  ouje  of  the  body  of  suoh  next  heir  male.  It  was  agreed 
bj  Anderson,  Walmsley,  and  the  rest  of  the  Court,  that  Robert 
had  hut  an  estate  for  life ;  because  he  had  an  express  estate  for 
life  devised  to  him,  and  the  remainder  was  limited  to  the  next 
beir  male  of  Robert,  in  the  singular  number. 

60*  A  man  devised  land  to  Rose  his  daughter  for  lifo,  and  if  Gierke  v.  Day, 
she  married  after  his  decease,  and  had  issue  of  her  body,  then  he  Cro^Eiiz.  3i3.  * 
willed  that  her  heir,  after  his  daughter's  death,  should  have  the  L^i^'^'/xa  ?^' 
land,  and  to  the  heirs  of  their  bodies  begotten^  Owen,  148.] 

It  appears  by  the  various  reports  of  this  case  which  are  stated 
in  8  Viner'a  Ab.  213*  pi.  4.,  that  the  Judges  were  much  divided. 
xMoor  says,  it  was  adjudged  that  Rose  had  only  an  estate  for  life,  Poole  v.  Poole. 
and  the  inheritance  in  her  heir  by  purchase,  resting  in  abeyance  620. 
all  her  life,  and  settling  in  the  instant  of  her  death.  ^°'^'  ^^^- 

61.  Mr.  Fearne  has  observed,  that  there  may  possibly  be  some  Or  to  heirs 
cases  where  the  superadded  words  of  limitation  may  be  ad-  Hmitiog'a  par- 
mitted  to  oontroul  the  preceding  words  heirs,  heirs  male,  &c.,  ^^ular  kind  of 

estate. 

though  in  the  plural  number,  when  such  superadded  words  limit  Cont.  Rem. 
an  estate  to  such  heirs,  heirs  male,  &c.  of  a  different  nature  from 
that  which  the  ancestor  would  take,  if  the  preceding  words 
heirs,  heirs  male,  8cc.  in  those  cases,  were  taken  as  words  of  limi* 
tatioo.  As  in  the  case  put  by  Anderson,  of  a  limitation  to  the  i  Rep.  95.  b. 
oae  of  a  man  for  life,  and  after  his  decease,  to  the  use  of  his 
heirs,  and  the  heirs  female  of  their  bodies*  Here  the  first  word 
heirs  would  have  given  a  fee  to  the  ancestor,  if  taken  as  a  word 
of  limitation ;  whereas  the  subsequent  words,  and  the  heirs  fe- 
male of  their  bodies,  grafted  on  the  word  heirs,  could  give  only 
an  estate  tail  female  to  the  heirs.  In  such  cases  the  general 
effect  of  the  first  words,  heirs  of  the  body,  &o.  seemed  to  be 
altered,  abridged,  and  qualified  by  such  subsequent  express 
words  of  limitation,  annexed  to  thorn,  as  could  not  possibly  be 
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satisfied  by  considering  the  first  words  as  words  of  limitation* 
But  he  observes^  we  roust  take  care  to  confine  this  observation 
to  those  cases  where  the  ingrafted  words  describe  an  estate  de» 
scendible  in  a  different  course,  and  to  different  persons,  as  spe- 
cial heirs,  from  what  the  first  would  carry  the  estate  to ;  viz.  to 
males  instead  of  females,  or  vice  vend:  for  where  the  first  words 
give  an  estate  tail  general,  and  the  words  ingrafted  thereon  are 
words  serving  to  limit  the  fee,  't  seems,  by  the  general  and 
better  opinion,  that  the  annexed  words  of  limitation  are  not  to 
be  attended  to ;  as  in  the  case  of  Gh)odright  v.  PuUyn,  and 
those  of  Wright  v.  Pearson,  and  King  v.  Burchell,  where  the  in- 
grafted words  limited  the  whole  fee.   That  there  does  not  appear 
to  be   the  same  inconsistency  in  construing  the  first  words, 
which  describe  heirs  special  to  be  words  of  limitation,  where  the 
superadded  words  extend  to  heirs  special;  as  there  is  where  the 
first  words,  and  those  ingrafted  on  them,  distinguish  two  dif-> 
ferent  incompatible  courses  of  descent,  and  would  not  carry  the 
estate  to  the  same  persons.     In  the  latter  case  it  is  absolutely 
impossible,  by  any  implied  qualification,  to  reconcile  the  super- 
added words  to  those  preceding  them,  so  as  to  satisfy  both,  by 
construing  the  first  as  words  of  limitation ;  whereas  in  the  for- 
mer case,  the  superadded  words  are  not  contrary  to,  or  incom- 
patible with  the  preceding,  but  in  their  general  sense  include 
them ;  and  there  is  no  improbability  in  the  supposition,  that 
they  were  used  by  the  testator  in  the  same  qualified  sense  as  the 
preceding ;  and  then  both  may  be  satisfied,  by  taking  the  first 
as  words  of  limitation. 

62.  Where  the  remainder  is  given  to  the  heir  of  the  first  de- 
visee, for  the  life  only  of  such  heir,  the  first  devisee  will  take  no 
more  than  an  estate  for  life. 

63.  Francis  Harvey  devised  in  these  words, — **  I  give  to  my 
son,  Frank  Mildmay,  my  farm  called  East  House  Farm,  &c.,  to 
enjoy  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  during  the  term  of  his  natural 
life,  with  power  to  make  a  jointure  of  all  or  part,  if  he  should 
marry ;  and  after  his  death  and  jointure,  if  any  be  made,  to  the 
heir  male  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten,  during  the  term  of  his 
natural  life ;  (a)  and  for  want  of  such  heir  male,  I  give  the  said 
farm  to  my  son  Carew  Mildmay,  &c." 

(a)  [In  Doe  V.  Stenlake,  12  East,  515.,  where  the  devise  wu  to  A.  and  her  kehrt 
^the  having  two  children  before,  and  one  born  after  making  the  will)  during  thar 
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It  was  agreed  that  the  limitation  to  F.  M.  to  enjoy  and  take 
the  profits  during  his  life,  and  after  his  decease  to  the  heirs 
male  of  his  body,  would  make  an  estate  tail.  So  if  it  had  been 
to  the  heir  male  of  his  body  in  the  singular  number,  where  nothing 
appeared  which  explained  the  intent  to  the  contrary :  but  here 
the  intention  appeared  to  be  that  such  heir  male  should  have 
the  land  only  for  life,  which  showed  that  the  testator  did  not 
intend  that  those  words  should  be  taken  as  words  of  limitation ; 
and  nothing  appeared  in  the  nature  of  the  expression  which  im- 
ported that  they  should  be  taken  so.  Heir  male,  or  next  heir 
male,  were  words  of  purchase;  and  in  this  case,  where  the  de- 
rise  was  to  F.  M.,  and  after  his  decease  to  the  heir  male  of  his 
body,  during  his  life;  the  express  limitation  during  his  life, 
showed  that  he  intended  his  son  should  haye  it  in  remainder  for 
his  life  only ;  and  when  he  devised  it  over,  for  want  of  such  heir  rseaward  v. 
male,  to  C.  M.,  this  did  not  import  that  C.  M.  should  not  have  5 East,  198.] 
it  till  T.  M.  died  without  heirs  male  generally,  but  for  want  of 
such  heir  male,  who  was  to  have  it  for  life. 

54.  Where  an  estate  is  devised  to  a  person  for  life,  remainder  Ortoinoe, 

with  word*  of 

to  his  issue,  (a)  with  words  of  limitation  superadded,  the  word  limitation, 
issue  will  in  that  case  be  considered  a  word  of  purchase.  ^  23.         * 

55.  Sir  Michael  Armyn  devised  certain  lands  to  Evers  Armyn  LnddiDgton  v. 
for  life,  and  in  case  he  should  have  any  issue  male,  then  to  such  j^^.  203.* 
issue  male,  and  his  heirs  for  ever ;  and  if  he  should  die  without 

issue  male,  then  he  devised  over. 

It  was  agreed  by  all  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  K.  B.,  that 
Evers  Armyn  had  but  an  estate  for  life,  and  that  the  issue  male 
of  Evers  Armyn,  if  there  had  been  any,  would  have  taken  a  fee 
by  purchase.  For,  first,  they  held  that  though  the  word  issue 
was  sometimes  construed  as  heirs,  and  as  a  word  of  limitation, 
yet  in  a  devise  it  might  be  a  word  of  purchase  as  well  as  of  limi- 
tation: when  it  was  taken  as  a  word  of  limitation,  it  was  collec- 
tive, and  signified  all  the  descendants  in  all  generations ;  but 
when  it  was  taken  as  a  word  of  purchase,  it  might  denote  a  par- 


<(«« ;  h  wai  decided  that  the  Utter  words  were  repugnant  to  the  others,  and  that  A  took 
an  estate  of  inheritance.] 

(a)  It  does  not  appear  to  have  ever  been  decided  that  a  devise  of  a  legal  estate  to  A. 
lor  life,  remainder  to  his  issue,  created  an  estate  tail ;  but  in  the  case  of  Glenorchy  v. 
Bosville,  which  will  be  stated  hereafter.  Lord  Talbol  was  clearly  of  opinion  that  these 
words  would  create  an  estate  tail. — liifU  ivformtr  tdiiwn*    ' 
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ticnhtr  person,  and  be  daignaiio  penwtit.  The  aaoond  qucstioa 
then  woold  be,  wfadher  the  intention  of  the  testotor  appeared, 
tbit  the  word  issue  should  be  donatio  penanm^  or  whether  he 
designed  it  to  be  a  word  of  linitation ;  and  they  held  that  the 
testator  designed  it  to  be  a  description  of  the  person,  becaase  he 
added  a  farther  limitation  to  the  issue,  viz.  and  to  the  heiia  of 
such  issue  for  ever. 

56.  A  will  was  made  in  these  worda» — *'  To  the  inteat  that  all 
my  lands  should  remain  in  my  name  and  blood,  I  devise  to  J.  S. 
my  near  kinsman,  such  and  soch  lands^  &c.,  to  have  and  to  hold 
for  the  term  of  bis  nataral  life  only^  without  iropeaebment  of 
waste ;  then  to  the  issue  male  of  his  body  lawfully  to  be  begot- 
ten, if  God  shall  bless  him  with  such  issue ;  remainder  to  the 
heirs  male  of  the  body  of  that  issue." 

Lord  Ch*  J.  Parker  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  whole  Court, 
that  the  devisee  was  made  tenant  for  life,  remainder  to  the  issae 
in  taiL  The  words  of  the  will,  he  said>  were  so  express  to  this 
purpose,  that  neither  any  words  that  could  have  been  used,  nor 
any  arguments,  could  make  it  plainer ;  this  he  said  was  both  the 
obvious  and  the  legal  sense  of  the  words,  and  what  thqf  would 
have  imported  in  a  conveyance. 

67.  J.  Newson  devised  a  moiety  of  certain  lands,  after  the 
death  of  his  wife,  to  his  daughter  Susan,  during  the  term  of 
her  natural  life,  and  after  her  decease,  to  the  issue  of  her  body 
lawfully  b^otten,  and  their  heirs  for  ever.  Susan  had  one 
daughter  born  before  the  will  was  made,  and  two  born  after. 

Lord  Kenyon  said,  that  in  a  will,  issue  was  either  a  word  of 
purchase,  or  of  limitation,  as  would  best  answer  the  intention  of 
the  devisor :  though  in  the  case  of  a  deed,  issue  was  umversslly 
taken  as  a  word  of  purchase.  Therefore,  without  disputing  any 
of  the  former  cases,  but,  on  the  contrary,  in  confirmation  of  them 
all,  and  relying  upon  them  for  the  foundation  of  this  judgment, 
namely,  that  the  intention  of  the  devisor  must  prevail,  he  was 
of  opinion  that  the  devisor,  in  this  case,  used  issue  as  a  word  of 
purchase,  and  consequently  that  Susan  took  an  estate  for  life, 
and  her  children  took  an  estate  in  fee  simple. 

Judgment  was  given  accordingly. 

58.  It  has  been  stated  in  Chap.  XIL  that  where  a  testator 
appears  to  have  had  a  particular  intent,  and  also  a  general  in- 
tent, both  of  which  cannot,  by  any  mode  of  construction,  be  car- 
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ried  into  effect ;  the  courts  will  construe  the  wiU  in  such  a 
manoer  as  to  efiectuate  the  general  intent,  though  by  that 
means  the  particular  intent  be  defeated. 

50.  A  person  devised  lands  to  A.  for  hia  natural  life,  and  after  King  v. 
his  decease  be  gave  the  same  to  the  issue  of  his  body  lawfully  i  veot/225. 
begotten,  on  a  second  wife ;  and  for  want  of  such  issue,  to  B.  ^p*  ^^^47!] 
and  bis  heirs  for  ever.    Provided  that  A.  might  make  a  jointure 
of  all  sach  premises  to  such  second  wife. 

Lord  Hale  was  of  opinion  that  this  was  an  estate  tail  in  A. ; 
and  though  the  three  other  Judges  of  the  Court  of  K.  B.  were 
of  a  contrary  opinion,  yet  upon  error  brought  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  the  judgment  was  reversed,  and  Lord  Hale's  opinion 
established. 

60.  John  Blunt  devised  an  estate  to  his  cousin  John  Harris,  Kingv. 
to  hold  the  same  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  and  from  1  Eden,  424. 
and  immediately  after  the  determination  of  that  estate,  he  gave 
the  same  to  the  issue  male  of  John  Harris,  lawfully  begotten, 
and  to  his  and  their  heirs,  share  and  share  alike ;  and  for  want 
of  tuch  issue,  then  he  gave  the  same  to  the  issue  female  of  John 
Harris,  lawfully  begotten,  to  her  and  their  heirs,  share  and  share 
alike,  if  more  than  one,  and  for  want  of  such  issue,  then  he  gave 
the  same  unto  bis  cousin  William  King,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for 
erer,  with  a  condition  that  if  the  said  John  Harris,  or  his  issue, 
should  at  any  time  thereafter  alienate,  mortgage,  or  incumber,  or 
otherwise  defeat  the  bequests  thereby  made,  that  then  he  the  said 
John  Harris,  and  all  and  every  other  persons  so  alienating,  mort- 
g^gingy  or  defeating  the  same  bequests,  should  pay  2000^  to  the 
person  or  persons,  or  their  heirs,  who  ought  next  to  take  by 
Tirtue  of  the  limitations  therein  before  given. 

Lord  Keeper  Henley  said — ''  The  first  argument  was  that  issue 
technically  is  a  word  of  purchase,  and  words  of  limitation  being 
added,  the  devise  was  to  the  issue  of  John  Harris,  after  his 
death,  in  fee;  and  it  was  compared,  among  other  cases,  to 
Lttddington  v.  Kyme,  Salk,  224.  But  the  tnie  answer  to  that 
is,  I.  That  there  is  no  technical  word  in  a  will ;  if  the  testator's 
intent  be  plain,  the  Court  will  modify  and  effectuate  his  expres- 
sions. II.  That  the  case  has  no  resemblance  to  Luddington  v. 
Kyme,  because  there  the  remainder  was  expressly  contingent; — 
"  to  A.  for  life,  and  in  case  he  have  any  issue  male,  to  such  issue 
male  and  his  heirs  for  ever ;  and  if  he  die  without  issue  male. 
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then  to  B.  and  his  heirs  for  ever.'*  There  the  context  necessarily 
supplies,  "  without  (having)  issue  male.'*  And  to  make  issue  a 
word  of  purchase  in  that  will,  the  Court  held  that  issue  was  to 
be  taken  there  as  nomen  nngulare,  because  the  inheritance  was 
annexed  to  the  word  issue.  Here  it  is  expressly  used  in  the 
plural  number,  to  his  issue  and  their  heirs ;  so  that  if  he  intended 
the  issue  to  take  as  purchasers,  he  intended  them  to  take  as 
joint-tenants ;  and  if  John  Harris  had  tensons^and  the  youngest 
survived,  the  nine  elder  and  their  issue  should  be  disinherited, 
which  is  an  intent  too  absurd  to  be  supposed. 

**  It  is  manifest  to  me  that  the  testator  intended  the  word  issue 
as  a  word  of  limitation;  because  he  intended  that  William  King 
should  take  the  estate  for  want  of  issue  male  of  John  Harris, 
whenever  that  default  of  issue  happened ;  and  there  is  not  a 
colour  to  say  in  grammatical,  critical,  or  liberal  construction, 
that  there  is  any  period  in  which  that  want  of  issue  is  restrained ; 
and  here  is  a  plain  limitation  of  the  whole  fee  in  particular  estates 
and  remainders. 

"  But  then  it  is  said,  here  are  words  of  limitation  superadded 
to  the  word  issue,  and  if  issue  is  taken  as  a  word  of  limitation, 
the  words,  and  their  heirs,  are  nugatory.  It  is  true  that  the  best 
construction  of  deeds  and  wills  is  to  give  every  word  an  effect, 
if  it  can  receive  it  consistently  with  other  parts  of  the  deed  or 
Ante,  1. 66.       will ;  and  therefore,  in  the  case  of  Backhouse  v.  Wells,  where 

the  devise  was  to  B.  for  his  life  only,  and  from  and  after  his 
decease,  then  to  the  issue  male  of  his  body  lawfully  to  be  b^ot- 
ten,  if  Grod  shall  bless  him  with  any,  and  to  the  heirs  male  of 
the  body  of  such  issue,  and  for  default  of  such  issue  remainders 
over.  There  was  the  negative  word  onfy,  and  issue  was  collo- 
cated so  as  to  import  nomen  singulare:  and  the  Court  was  at 
liberty  to  take  it  as  a  limitation  to  the  first  and  every  other  son 
Ante  c.  12.  ^^  ^^^^  issue.  But  in  the  case  of  Shaw  v»  Weigh,  where  issue 
8. 49.  ^as  used  in  the  plural  number ;  in  Legate  and  Sewell,  where 

Ante,  s.  19.       ii^if^  ^as  used  in  the  plural  number ;  and  in  both  cases  words  of 

limitation  superadded  ;  the  Courts  were  of  opinion  that  the  first 
limitation  carried  an  estate  tail;  and  yet  the  latter  words  of 
limitation  were,  by  that  construction,  rendered  of  no  effect 
And  there  is  not  a  case  in  the  books  where  issue  or  heirs  have 
been  used  in  the  plural  number,  and  words  of  limitation  added, 
that  they  have  been  taken  as  words  of  purchase ;  but,  on  the 
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contrary,  heir  in  the  singular  number  has,  and  issue  may,  from 
the  cootezty  be  construed  words  of  limitation.  But,  in  the  pre- 
sent case,  I  think  the  proviso  conditional  is  a  plain  declaration 
of  the  testator  himself  that  he  had  given  John  Harris  an  estate 
tail,  and  that  he  intended  to  restrain  him  from  a  legal  dominion 
over  it.  ''  If  the  said  John  Harris  or  his  issue,  or  any  or  either 
of  them  shall,  at  any  time  hereafter,  alienate,  mortgage,  or  in- 
cumber, or  otherwise  commit  any  act  or  deed  whatsoever,  whereby 
to  alter,  charge,  or  defeat  the  limitations,  then  and  in  such  case 
&c.  Now  how  could  John  Harris  charge  or  incumber  the  limi- 
tations subsequent,  if  the  testator  had  given  him  only  an  estate 
for  life« 

"  Wright «.  Pearson,  Trin.  1768,  determined  by  me,  was,  in  my  Ante,  s.  30. 
opinion,  a  much  stronger  case  than  the  present ;  for  there,  after 
a  limitation  for  life,  the  next  limitation  was  to  support  contingent 
remainders ;  and  that  too  was  the  case  of  a  trust,  and  I  was 
strongly  pressed  with  the  authority  of  Bagshaw  v.  Spencer.  I 
was,  after  the  best  consideration  I  could  give  it,  and  after 
ransacking  all  the  precedents,  of  opinion  that  it  was  the  limi- 
tation of  an  estate  tail.  I  have  reviewed  my  notes,  and  find  it 
was  argued  and  treated  in  every  respect  like  the  present  case. 
There  was,  as  I  remember,  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords, 
which  was  deserted,  and  therefore  the  acquiescence  of  the  bar 
in  that  judgment  is  what  makes  it,  after  mature  consideration,  a 
considerable  authority  with  me,  though  it  was  a  judgment  of  my 
own.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  for  the  reasons  mentioned,  and 
upon  the  authorities  cited,  that  John  Harris  took  under  this  will 
an  estate  tail." 

61.  Daniel  Dodson  devised  in  these  words:  I  s:ive  unto  my  Km «•  Grew, 

Wilm.  272. 

nephew  George  Grew  all.  See.  to  hold  for  and  during  the  term  of  2  wUt.R.d22. 

his  natural  life,  and  from  and  after  his  decease,  to  the  use  of  the 

issue  male  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten,  and  the  heirs  male  of 

the  body  of  such  issue  male ;  and  for  want  of  such  issue  male, 

he  gave  the  premises  to  his  nephew  George  Dodson,  his  heirs 

and  assigns  for  ever.    George  Grew  had  no  child  when  the  will 

was  made.     He  entered  on  the  premises  upon  the  death  of  the 

testator,  suffered  a  recovery,  and  died  without  issue  male.     And 

the  question  was,  whether  he  took  an  estate  tail,  or  for  life  only, 

under  the  will. 

Lord  Ch.  J.  Wilmot  said,  that  though  the  testator  certainly 
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ifitendedy  in  the  first  instance,  to  gire  George  Giew  only  an 
estate  for  life,  yet  if  he  as  certainly  intended  that  ail  his  sons 
should  take  in  succession  one  after  another  (and  they  could  not 
take  in  that  maoner  but  by  hxlging  an  estate  tail  in  George 
Grew,)  then  it  came  to  this  ease— here  were  two  things  intend- 
ed, one  an  estate  for  life  to  O.  Grew,  another  an  estate  in  suc- 
cession to  all  his  sons  in  tail  male,  ad  infinUunu  Could  they 
both  take  place  ?  If  they  could,  they  ought ;  if  they  could  not, 
then  balance  the  two  intentions  against  one  another,  and  see 
which  was  the  weightiest  and  most  comprehensiTe,  and  give 
that  effect.  Courts  substitate  themselves  in  the  place  of  a  tes- 
tator, and  suppose  the  question  to  have  been  asked  him, — ^you 
have  willed  two  things  which  cannot  both  be  obeyed  exactly, 
according  to  your  will;  and  therefore  one  must  yield  to  the 
other.  What  must  have  been  the  answer — I  wish  to  be  obliged 
in  the  principal,  capital,  and  most  material  destination  I  have 
made,  and  to  rqect  the  secondary  and  subordinate  one. 

There  were  three  points  to  be  considered.  I.  If  he  intended 
a  Buecessive  inheritance  to  all  the  issue  male  of  G.  Grew  ad  m- 
Jiakwn.  II.  Whether  that  intention  could  take  place  if  G. 
Gfew  had  only  an  estate  for  life.  And  III.  If  it  could  not,  then 
whidi  of  the  two  intentions  must  govern  the  construction.  That 
is,  if  the  vrords ybr  tife  roust  give  jdace ;  or  the  words  express- 
ing an  intention  of  giving  a  successive  inheritance  to  the  issue 
male  of  G.  Giew. 

As  to  the  first  point  the  will  was  clear;  die  remainder  to 
Dodson  was  not  to  take  place  while  any  issue  male  of  O.  Giew 
existed ;  a  general  failure  of  that  line  was  to  open  the  succession 
to  Dodson ;  and  therefore  a  constroction  to  let  him  in  sooner, 
would  directly  enoownter  the  manifest  intention  of  the  testator; 
who  was  making  each  of  his  nephews  the  distinct  root  of  suc- 
cession to  particular  parts  of  his  estate. 

It  was  objected  that  the  word  issue  was  only  descriptive  of  an 
individual,  and  the  words,  of  the  body  of  such  issue  nmle,  was 
in  the  singular  number.  Issue,  in  its  natural  or  ordinary  signi- 
fication, meant  all;  it  might  be  restrained.  If  first,  next,  or 
any  other  similar  words  had  been  used,  he  might  have  confined 
its  general  meaning ;  but  as  it  stood  in  the  will,  it  comprehend^ 
all.  The  word  body  in  the  singular  number  was  not  meant  to 
point  out  one  individual,  viz.  the  first  issue,  and  to  exclude  all 
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the  rest ;  bat  to  limit  the  operation  of  the  d<evise  to  one  at  It 
tkne,  in  a  course  of  suocesskniy  and  to  exclude  tlie  iBsne  frem 
taking  aH  together ;  which  might  ha^  been  more  doubtful,  if 
the  word  bad  been  in  the  plural  number,  bodies;  but  witbotft 
express  words,  the  Court  would  not  make  an  exposition  produc- 
tive ef  such  absurd  consequences.  If  only  one  son,  ift  must  be 
the  first ;  the  existence  of  a  son  for  a  moment  determined  the 
imitation  ;  and  if  ten  more  sons  had  been  bom  after,  they  could 
not  take ;  but  the  remainder  limited  to  6.  Dodson  was  to  fall 
into  possession,  in  direct  opposition  to  the  will,  which  said  it 
diould  take  place  for  want  of  such  issue  male;  ntch; — what? 
issue  male  of  the  body  of  6.  Qrew ;  comprising  and  -embracing 
every  branch  arising  from  him ;  not  one,  but  all  the  male  line 
derived  from  him. 

It  was  also  objected  that  issue  was  more  properly  a  word  of 
purchase.  It  was  used  in  the  statute  De  donis,  without  an  idea 
of  purchase  annexed  to  it,  and  it  acts  in  a  double  capacity,  as 
will  best  answer  the  intention:  and  though  it  was  substi- 
tuled  in  the  place  of  the  word  heirs,  which  was  scratched  out» 
and  it  was  fairly  argued  that  he  might  intend  it  as  a  word  of 
purchase,  yet  it  did  not  cariy  the  argument  a  jot  further  than 
the  wordsybr  Ufe  did  ;  for  if  they  took  by  purchase,  they  mu&^ 
all  take  as  joint  tenants  for  life,  and  tenants  in  common  of  liie 
inheritance  :  could  that  be  his  intention  ?  For  if  he  had  ten  "^'t*  ^^-  ^  ^* 
sons,  and  nine  left  issue,  the  tenth  must  have  the  whole  estate 
by  survivorship  ;  and  when  all  were  dead,  then  the  estate  must 
break  into  ten  parts,  and  there  could  be  no  cross  remainders ;  so 
that  when  there  was  a  failure  of  issue  of  one  son,  that  part  must 
go  over  to  Dodson,  when  no  part  was  intended  to  go  to  him 
whilst  there  was  any  issue  male  of  the  l)ody  of  6.  Gh:'ew.  He 
intended  all  to  take,  but  in  course  of  succession.  II.  Could 
this  intention  take  place  if  G.  Grew  took  only  an  estate  for  life ; 
it  might,  by  construing  the  word  issue  to  mean  first  and  every 
other  son  in  succession ;  suppose  he  had  said  I  mean  by  issue, 
first  and  every  other  son,  it  must  have  been  so  expounded,  be- 
cause words  were  only  pictures  of  ideas  upon  paper ;  and  there- 
fore if  be  put  a  meaning  on  the  word  himself,  it  must  be  under- 
stood as  he  meant  it.  But  he  had  not  said  so,  and  therefore  be 
left  the  word  to  act  in  its  own  natural  character ;  and  in  that  case 
it  would  not  endure  to  be  expounded,  first  and  every  other  son  in 
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Buccession ;  for  ex  vt  termini,  it  meant  all,  and  had  not  an  eye  of 
successive  priority  in  it ;  and  there  was  no  case  where  it  was 
ever  construed  to  mean,  first  and  every  other  son  in  succession ; 
and  to  create  a  series  of  contingent  remainders,  one  after  another, 
which  it  must  do,  or  the  principal  intenUon  of  the  testator  be 
disappointed.  And  when  it  is  descriptive  of  the  estate,  and 
operates  as  a  word  of  limitation,  and  gives  an  estate  tail,  it  is 
not  the  word,  but  the  law,  which  regulates  the  descent  to  all  the 
sons  successively,  upon  its  own  favourable  principles  of  primo- 
geniture. 

It  had.  been  argued  that  if  we  could  collect  from  the  will  that 
he  meant  first  and  every  other  son  in  succession,  why  not  construe 
it  so,  and  thereby  complete  every  part  of  the  intention?  Because 
it  would  be  doing  violence  to  the  word  *'  issue,"  and  forcing  it 
out  of  its  known  established  sense,  when  the  meaning  of  the  tes- 
tator might  be  as  effectually  complied  with,  by  giving  it  one  of 
its  natural  energies  as  a  word  of  limitation ;  and  though  the  in- 
tention collected  fi'om  the  will  was  to  govern  the  construction, 
^et  there  must  be  words  used  which  were  fit  and  proper  for  that 
purpose.  It  would  confound  the  use  of  all  language,  and  intro- 
duce the  greatest  barbarity  and  confusion,  to  make  words  stand 
for  ideas,  in  opposition  to  the  sense  which  usage  had  put  upon 
them ;  and  as  a  word  of  limitation,  it  did  not  defeat  the  estate 
for  life ;  for,  without  fine  or  recovery,  which  was  not  to  be  pre- 
sumed, an  estate  tail  was  only  an  estate  for  life. 

As  to  whether  the  words,  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  A., 
operating  as  words  of  purchase,  would  have  the  same  effect, 
and  take  in  all  the  issue  male  of  A.,  as  effectually  as  if  they 
operated  as  words  of  limitation,  he  admitted  upon  the  authority 
of  Co.  Lit  26.  b.  and  the  case  of  Southcot  v.  Stowell,  1  Mod. 
Vide  ante,        226.  237|  aqd  Freeman's  Reports  216.  226.  that  when  an  estate 

once  vests  in  an  heir  male  of  the  body  of  A.  by  purchase,  any 
other  heir  male  of  the  body  of  A.  may  take  by  descent :  and  the 
reason  seemed  to  be  because  it  is  quasi  an  estate  tail  from  A., 
and  the  will  of  the  donor  gave  it  a  descendible  quality,  after  it 
was  once  vested,  as  to  all  the  lineal  male  descendants  from  A, 
as  well  as  to  all  the  lineal  male  descendants  of  the  first  purchaser. 
But  still  it  would  not  have  the  same  consequence  as  if  they 
acted  as  words  of  limitation;  for  suppose  A.  had  a  son  who 
died  in  his  father's  lifetime,  leaving  daughters,  and  A.  had  other 


Tit  32.  cb.  23. 
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sons,  they  coold  never  take  at  all,  for  the  second  brother  could 
not  take  because  he  was  not  complete  heir :  whereas  if  it  was  an 
estate  tail,  it  would  descend  upon  the  second  son,  and  take  in 
ail  the  descendants;  and  it  was  impossible  to  make  it  equiva- 
lent to  a  limitation  to  the  first  and  every  other  son,  without 
violating  and  confounding  the  l^al  operation  of  woixls,  and  pro- 
ducing consequences  not  warranted  by  the  will;  for  upon  a 
limitation  to  the  first  and  every  other  son,  the  remainders  would 
rest  the  instant  the  sons  were  bom,  and  when  a  son  was  of  age, 
be  might,  by  a  fine,  bar  all  his  issue.  But  where  the  limitation 
was  to  the  heir  male  of  the  body  of  A.,  no  estate  vested  till  A. 
died :  and  if  there  were  no  trustees  to  preserve.  See,  A.  might 
bar  the  remainders,  at  any  time  after  the  sons  were  bom,  as  well 
as  before.  And  a  fine  levied  by  his  eldest  son  would  not  bar  his  Tiu35.c.  9. 
issue,  if  he  died  before  the  father ;  because  the  issue  would  take 
by  purchase,  and  not  from  his  father. 

III.  Which  intention  ought  to  take  place.  If  the  testator 
had  put  the  issue  and  remainder-men  into  the  power  of  G.  Grew, 
it  was  not  to  be  presumed  he  would  defeat  them.  If  he  had 
given  contingent  remainders  to  the  issue,  and  they  were  to  take 
by  purchase,  he  might  defeat  the  issue  before  they  were  bora. 
If  estate  tail,  a  chance.  If  confined  to  one  issue  only,  the  rest 
had  no  chance ;  better  to  have  a  chance  of  something ;  the  re- 
mainder was  of  no  estimation  after  an  estate  tail,  vested  or  con- 
tingent, quacunque  via.  But  suppose  the  question*  asked,—- 
'*  You  meant  a  strict  settlement,  with  trustees  to  preserve  con- 
tingent remainders,  but  the  words  will  not  warrant  the  ex- 
pounding the  will  in  that  manner.  G.  Grew  must  either  Cake 
an  estate  tail,  which  will  let  in  all  bis  issue  male,  but  with  a 
power  of  defeating  them  and  George  Dodson,  or  an  estate  for 
life,  which  will  let  in  G.  Dodson  in  exclusion  of  the  sons 
of  G.  Grew  ? ''  His  answer  must  have  been ;  I  do  not  intend 
G.  Dodson  any  thing,  while  there  is  issue  male  of  G.  Grew. 
It  was  certainly  the  intention  of  the  testator  that  G.  Grew's 
sons  should  take  in  succession,  which  they  could  not  do,  if 
he  was  only  tenant  for  life ;  he  therefore  took  an  estate  tail,  (a) 

(s)  [To  ihe  three  precedmg  cases  the  following  may  be  added,  forming  a  class  of  cases 
ckwiy  resemMhig  those  before  noticed,  where  after  an  estate  for  life  the  words  heirs  of  the  Sup.  ss.  17 — 20. 
body,  with  superadded  words  of  Kmitation  received  a  similar  construction.  Denn  o. 
Puckey,  5  T.  R.  299,  where  the  deyise  was  to  A.  for  life  sans  waste,  after  his  decease 
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The  other  Judges  concurred,  and  judgment  was  given  ac- 
cordingly. 

62.  A  will  was  made  in  these  words. — ^To  William  one  of  the 
sons  of  my  sister  Ann  Wright,  to  hold  for  and  during  the  term 
of  his  natural  life,  he  keeping  the  same  in  tenantable  repair,  and 
from  and  after  his  decease  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  said 
William  lawfully  issuing,  in  such  shares  and  proportions  as  the 
said  William  in  and  by  any  deed  or  writing,  deeds  or  writings, 
or  in  and  by  his  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  to  be  by  him 
duly  executed  in  the  presence  of  three  or  more  credible  wit- 
nesses, shall  give,  direct,  or  appoint.  And  for  want  of  such  gift, 
&c.  then  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  said  William  lawfully 
issuing,  share  and  share  alike,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  if 
but  one  child,  the  whole  to  such  only  child,  and  for  want  of 
such  issue  to  my  right  heirs  for  ever.  The  Court  of  King's 
Bench  held  that  William  Wright  took  only  an  estate  for  life, 
and  his  children  only  estates  for  life;  but  upon  a  writ  of 
error,  this  judgment  was  reversed  by  the  House  of  Lords,  who 
held  that  William  Wright  took  an  estate  tail,  upon  the  general 
intent. 

63.  The  Court  of  Chancery  has  deviated  from  the  rule  in 
Shelley's  case,  where  a  testator  has  created  an  executory  trust, 
by  directing  a  conveyance  to  be  made,  and  the  Court  has  been 
called  upon  to  give  directions  respecting  such  conveyance ;  and 
has  so  far  departed  from  that  which  would  be  the  legal  opera- 
tion of  the  words  limiting  the  trust,  if  reduced  to  a  common  law 
conveyance,- as  to  construe  the  words  heirs  of  the  body,  although 
preceded  by  a  limitation  for  life,  as  words  of  purchase,  and  not 
of  limitation.     But  this  has  been  done  only  in  cases  wherein  it 

to  the  ittue  male  of  his  body,  and  to  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  such  issne  male  for  ever* 
and  for  default  of  such  issue  male  to  B. — Frank  «.  Stovin,  3  East,  548.,  where  thedevin 
was  to  A.  for  life,  s.  w.,  with  a  power  of  jointuiiDg,  with  remainder  to  the  iuut  male  of 
A/s  body,  and  their  heirs.  Mogg  v.  Mogg.  I  Mer.  654.  in  which  the  devise  was  to  the 
child  or  children  begotten  or  to  be  begotten  of  S.  M.,  during  bis,  her,  and  their  life  and 
lives,  and  after  the  decease  of  such  child  and  children,  unto  the  lawful  issue  of  such  child 
and  children  of  S.  M.,  to  hold  unto  such  issue,  his,  her,  and  their  heirs  as  tenants  in 
common  with  survivorship. 

The  following  class  of  cases  bears  a  resemblance  to  that  before  noticed,  where  words 
of  modification  inconsistent  with  an  estate  tail,  were  superadded  to  the  words  "  hein 
of  the  body."  Doe  o.  Applin,  4  T.  R.  82.,  aud  Doe  v.  Cooper,  1  East,  229»  before  stated, 
pp.  251.  s.  51.  253.  s.  53.  See  also  Murthwaite  v,  Jenkinson,  2  Bar.  &  Cr.  359.  3  ib. 
191.  S.  C.  2  Bro  &  Biog.  623.] 
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appeared  from  some  clause  or  circumstance  essentially  repugnant 

to  the  nature  of  an  estate  tail^  that  the  devisor  could  only  intend  Stamford  v. 

•       ^  ,      .  1     I        t  J     V      Hobart, 

to  give  the  first  devisee  an  estate  for  life ;  and  that  he  used  the  3  Bro.  Pari, 
words  heirs  of  the  body,  for  the  purpose  of  describing  the  persons 
to  whom  he  meant  to  give  the  estate,  after  the  death  of  the  first 
devisee. 

64.  The  Countess  of  Sheppy  devised  her  real  and  personal  Leonard  t>. 
estate  to  trusteea  and  their  heirs,   for  payment  of  debts  and  3  y^^  626^' 
i^acies;    and   afterwards  to  settle  the  remainder,  and   what 

should  remain  unsold,  a  moiety  to  her  son  Henry  and  the  heirs 
of  his  body  by  a  second  wife,  and  in  default  of  such  issue  to  her 
son  Francis  and  the  heirs  of  his  body :  the  other  moiety  to  her 
SOD  Francis  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  with  remainders  over : 
taking  special  care  in  such  settlement,  that  it  should  never  be 
in  the  power  of  either  of  her  said  sons  to  dock  the  entails  of 
either  of  the  said  moieties  given  to  them  as  aforesaid,  during 
their  or  either  of  their  life  or  lives. 

The  question  was,  whether  Francis  and  Henry  were  entitled  to 
have  an  estate  tail  conveyed  to  them,  or  only  an  estate  for 
life. 

Lord  Cowper  decreed  that  the  sons  must  be  made  only  te- 
nants for  life,  and  should  not  have  an  estate  tail  conveyed  to 
them,  but  their  estate  for  life  should  be  without  impeachment 
of  waste ;  because  here  an  estate  was  not  executed,  but  only 
executory ;  and  therefore  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  testatrix 
was  to  be  pursued :  she  had  declared  her  mind  to  be  that  her 
sons  should  not  have  it  in  their  power  to  bar  their  children, 
which  they  would  have  if  an  estate  tail  was  to  be  conveyed  to 
them ;  and  took  it  to  be  as  strong  in  the  case  of  an  executory  Tit.  32.  c.  23. 
devise  for  the  benefit  of  the  issue,  as  if  the  like  provision  had 
been  contained  in  marriage  articles. 

65.  In  a  case  which  has  been  already  stated,  the  sum  of  Papillonv. 
10,000/.,  was  devised  to  trustees,  to  be  laid  out  in  a  purchase  antt.  L  5. 
of  lands,  to  be  settled  in  the  same  manner  as  certain  lands 

which  the  testator  devised  by  the  same  will ;  that  is  to  say,  to  B. 
for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  and  from  and  after  the 
determination  of  that  estate,  to  trustees  and  their  heirs  during 
the  life  of  B.  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  remainder  to  the 
heirs  of  the  body  of  B.  with  remainder  over,  with  a  power  to  fi. 
to  settle  a  jointure. 

X  2 


308 


AshtOQ  V. 
AshtoD, 
Collect.  Jar. 
vol.  1.402. 


Glenorchy  v. 
BosvUte, 
Forrest,  3. 
Collect.  Jnr. 
vol.  1.  405. 


Title  XXXVIII.  Devise.  Ch.  XIV.  j.  65—67. 

Lord  King  beld»  that  as  to  the  lands  derised,  B.  took  an 
estate  tail,  it  being  within  the  rule  in  Shelley's  case ;  bot  as  to 
the  other  point,  he  declared  the  Court  had  a  power  over  the 
money  directed  by  the  will  to  be  invested  in  land.  That  the 
diversity  was  where  the  will  passed  a  legal  estate,  and  where  it 
was  only  executory,  and  the  party  must  go  to  the  Court  of 
Chancery  in  order  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  will :  that  in  the 
latter  case  the  intention  should  take  place,  and  not  the  rules  of 
law  ;  so  that  as  to  the  lands  to  be  purchased,  they  should  not 
be  limited  to  B.  for  life,  with  power,  &c.  remainder  to  the  heirs 
of  his  body,  but  to  B.  for  life,  with  power,  S&c.  remainder  to 
trustees  during  his  life,  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  re» 
mainder  to  his  first  and  every  other  son  in  tail  male,  remainder 
over. 

66.  Joseph  Ashton  by  his  will  gave  1200/.  in  money,  and 
6000/.  South  Sea  annuities,  in  trust,  as  soon  as  conveniently 
might  be  after  his  death,  to  sell  the  same ;  and  lay  out  the 
money  in  a  purchase  of  lands  of  inheritance,  to  be  conveyed  to 
G.  I.  Ashton  for  life,  and  afler  his  death,  to  the  issue  of  his 
body,  lawfully  begotten,  and  for  want  of  such  issue  to  H.  Ashton 
in  fee.  O.  I.  Ashton  brought  his  bill  for  the  performance  of  this 
trust ;  and  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  one  question  was,  what 
estate  the  plaintiff  ought  to  take  in  the  lands  to  be  purchased, 
whether  for  life  only,  or  in  tail ;  it  being  insisted  on  his  part, 
that  had  this  been  a  devise  of  the  lands,  he  would  clearly  have 
been  tenant  in  tail,  and  the  trust  ought  to  receive  the  same  con- 
struction. 

Sir  Joseph  Jekyll  held,  that  he  ought  to  be  made  tenant  for 
life  only  of  the  lauds  to  be  purchased :  and  decreed  that  they 
should  be  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to 
his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  general,  with  remainder  to  his 
daughters  in  tail,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants, 
with  cross  remainders  between  them,  with  remainder  in  fee  to 
H.  Ashton. 

67.  Sir  T.  Pershall  devised  all  his  real  estate  to  trustees,  upon 
trust,  to  convey  the  same  to  the  use  of  his  niece  Arabella  (who 
afterwards  became  Lady  Glenorchy)  for  life,  without  impeach- 
ment of  waste,  remainder  after  her  death  to  her  husband  for 
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life,  remainder  to  the  issue  of  her  body,  with  several  remaindei-s 
over. 

This  case  first  came  on  before  Lord  Kipgi  who  took  time  to 
advise,  and  to  have  the  opinion  of  the  Judges.  It  afterwards 
came  on  before  Lord  Talbot,  who  after  long  argument  and  deli* 
berate  consideration,  held  that  Lady  Glenorchy  was  entitled 
only  to  an  estate  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  husband  for 
life,  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders, 
remainder  to  her  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  and  decreed  a  set-* 
tlement  accordingly, 

68.  A.  Meure  devised  all  his  lands  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  M«»re  v. 

11     1  1*11  •  •        1         1  1      Meure, 

m  trust  to  sell  the  same,  and  with  the  money  arising  by  the  sale  2  Atk.  265. 

to  purchase  other  freehold  lands,  or  long  annuities  or  stock ; 

and  then  in  trust  to  permit  the  plaintiiF  and  his  assigns  to  re* 

cei?e  the  interest  and  profits  thereof  during  his  life,  and  after 

his  decease  then  in  trust  for  the  use  of  the  issue  of  the  body  of 

the  plaintiflT  lawfully  begotten ;  and  in  default  of  such  issue, 

the  testator  devised  the  principal  and  interest,  arising  by  the  sale 

of  his  said  estate,  to  another. 

Sir  Joseph  Jekyll  said,  the  principal  question  was,  whether  an 
estate  tail  was  to  be  limited  to  tbe  plaintiff,  or  an  estate  for  life 
only.  He  observed  that  tbe  case  of  Glenorchy  v.  Bosville  was  in 
point;  and  be  should  decree  accordingly, 

69.  Sir  T.  Sandys  by  his  will  directed  his  trustees  to  convey  a  Roberts  v. 
full  foorth  part  of  all  his  freehold  lands  to  the  use  of  his  daughter  i  Atk.  607. 
Priscilla,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  and  so  as 

she  alone,  or  euch  persons  as  she  should  appoint,  should  take  and 
receive  the  rents  and  profits  thereof;  and  so  as  her  husband 
should  not  intermeddle  therewith ;  and  from  and  after  her  de- 
cease, in  trust  for  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  said  Priscilla  for 
ever.  Tbe  principal  question  was,  whether  this  was  a  trust  ex- 
ecuted or  executory ;  for  if  executed,  Priscilla  was  then  tenant 
in  tail,  and  her  husband  intitled  to  be  tenant  by  tbe  curtesy ; 
the  contrary,  if  executory  only. 

Lord  Hardwieke  said,  the  question  was,  how  this  trust  ought 
to  be  carried  into  execution,  and  in  what  manner  the  trustees 
ought  to  convey.  Priscilla  herself  was  dead,  and  yet  it  must  be 
considered  what  kind  of  estate  the  trustees  ought  to  have  con- 
veyed to  her,  if  she  had  been  living.    First,  whether  to  Prisi^illa 
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in  tail,  or  to  her  for  life  only.  If  the  conveying  an  estate  tail 
would  have  answered  the  purpose  of  the  testator  in  his  will,  then 
this  case  need  not  have  been  varied  from  former  cases.  But  he 
was  of  opinion,  the  conveying  an  estate  tail  here  would  have 
defeated  the  intention  of  the  testator.  To  be  sure  where  an 
estate  had  been  granted  or  given  by  will  to  A.  for  life,  and  to 
the  heirs  of  the  body  of  A.,  such  a  devise  had  been  by  the  com- 
mon law  united  so  in  the  first  person,  as  to  convey  to  him  ao 
estate  tail ;  the  same  construction  too  had  prevailed  with  respect 
to  trust  estates ;  but  in  the  present  case  there  were  all  sorts  of 
trusts,  as  to  mortgage,  sell,  8cc.  But  the  latter  part  of  the  trust 
was  merely  executory,  to  be  carried  into  execution  after  the  per- 
formance of  the  antecedent  trusts ;  the  whole  direction,  there- 
fore, fell  on  the  Court,  and  they  were  to  direct  how  the  parties 
were  to  convey.  That  the  Court  had  taken  much  greater  liber- 
ties in  the  construction  of  executory  trusts,  than  where  the 
trusts  were  actually  executed.  Decreed,  that  the  estate  should 
be  conveyed  to  Richard  Sandys,  the  eldest  son  of  Priscilla,  and 
the  heirs  of  his  body,  remainder  to  the  second  son  and  the  heirs 
of  his  body. 
Ante,  8. 31.  70.  In  the  case  of  Austin  t?.  Taylor,  Lord  Keeper  Henley  ob- 

served, it  had  been  said  to  be  a  general  rule,  in  the  case  of  an 
executory  trust,  that  where  an  estate  for  life  was  given,  with  a 
limitation  to  the  heirs  of  the  body,  the  Court  of  Chancery 
would  take  those  words  to  be  words  of  purchase,  and  direct  a 
conveyance  of  the  estate  accordingly.  The  word  executory  trust 
seemed  to  him  to  have  no  fixed  signification.  Lord  King,  in  the 
case  of  Papillon  v.  Voice,  had  described  an  executory  trust  to  be, 
where  the  party  must  come  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  have 
the  benefit  of  the  will.  But  that  was  the  case  of  every  trust; 
and  he  was  very  clear  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  could  not 
make  a  different  construction  on  the  limitation  of  a  trust,  than 
courts  of  law  could  make  on  a  limitation  in  a  will ;  for  in  both 
cases  the  intention  should  take  place;  and  it  would  be  most 
dangerous  to  say,  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  and  a  court  of 
law,  could  be  warranted  in  raising  different  interests  from  the 
same  words.  Yet  he  was  of  opinion,  that  the  determinations  on 
those  cases  which  were  called  cases  of  executory  trusts,  parti- 
cularly the  case  of  Papillon  t;.  Voice,  were  sound  determina- 
tions.   He  then  states  the  case  of  Papillon  i;.  Voice,  and  cites 
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those  of  Leonard  v.  Earl  of  Sussex,  and  Brampton  v,  Kynaston, 
at  the  Rolls,  1728.  The  result  therefore  seemed  to  be,  that  the 
rule,  with  respect  to  trusts  declared,  and  legal  limitations,  was 
the  same.  But  in  cases  of  imperfect  trusts,  left  to  be  modelled 
by  the  trustees,  and,  where  according  to  Lord  Talbot's  observa- 
tion ID  Glenorchy  v,  Bosville,  something  is  left  by  the  creator  of 
the  trust  to  be  done ;  the  trusts  ought  to  be  executed  in  a  more 
careful  manner,  or  in  other  words,  the  creator  meant  they  should, 
and  for  that  purpose  had  referred  it  to  his  trustees.  The  true 
criterion  was  this ;  wherever  the  assistance  of  the  trustees,  which 
was  ultimately  the  assistance  of  the  Court,  was  necessary  to 
complete  a  limitation;  in  that  case,  the  limitation  in  the  will 
not  being  complete,  that  was  suflScient  evidence  of  the  testator's 
intention,  that  the  Court  should  model  the  limitations.  But 
where  the  trusts  and  intentions  were  already  expressly  declared, 
the  Court  had  no  authority  to  interfere,  and  make  them  different 
from  what  they  would  be  at  law. 

71.  T.  White  gave  all  his  personal  estate  to  trustees,  upon  White  v. 
trust  to  lay  out  the  same  in  land,  to  be  settled  and  assured  as  Amb/670. 
counsel  should  advise,  unto  and  upon  the  said  trustees  and  their  ^^e°*  366. 
heirs,  upon  trust  to  and  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  heirs 
male  of  his  body,  to  take  in  succession  and  priority  of  birth ; 
and  for  default  of  such  issue  male,  then  upon  further  trust,  and 
to  and  for  the  use  of  his  niece  Ann  Robertson,  in  the  same  man- 
ner.    And  after  deducting  the  costs  and  expenses  of  the  trust, 
he  orders  his   trustees   to  pay  the  remainder  of  the  interest, 
dividends,  and  profits,  until  the  purchase  or  purchases  should  be 
made,  to  the  plaintiff  and  Ann  Robertson  respectively,  and  unto 
their  respective  sons  and  issue  male,  who  should  be  respectively 
entitled  to  the  rents  of  the  freehold  estates  when  purchased,  by  * 
virtue  of  the  limitations  aforesaid. 

Upon  a  bill  for  the  performance  of  the  trusts,  the  question 
was,  whether  the  lands  to  be  purchased  should  be  settled  on  the 
plaintiff  as  tenant  in  tail ;  or  in  strict  settlement  upon  him  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons,  in  tail  male. 

Lord  Northington  directed  the  settlement  to  be  made  on  the 
plaintiff  for  life,  with  limitations  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in 
tail  male.  The  cause  was  reheard  before  Lord  Camden,  who  was 
clearly  of  opinion  to  afiirm  the  decree ;  and  took  a  distinction 
between  the  case  where  a  testator  has  given  complete  directions 
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for  settling  his  estate,  with  perfect  limitations ;  and  where  his 
directions  were  incomplete,  or  rather  minutes  or  instructions,  and 
could  not  be  performed  in  the  words  of  the  will.  In  the  former 
case,  the  legal  expression  should  have  the  legal  effect,  though 
Ante.  perhaps  contmry  to  the  intention,  as  in  Garth  v.  Baldwin.     In 

the  latter  case,  the  Court  would  consider  the  intention,  and 
direct  the  conveyance  according  to  it.  Here  the  intention  was 
very  plain ;  he  directed  the  settlement  to  be  made  by  advice  of 
counsel,  and  in  succession  and  priority :  he  meant  something 
different  from  an  estate  tail,  when  he  wanted  the  assistance  of 
counsel.  And  though  the  words  in  succession  and  priority  might 
have  effect,  in  case  the  plaintiff  took  an  estate  tail,  yet  they  were 
meant  to  give  an  interest  to  the  sons,  after  the  death  of  the 
plaintiff ;  the  latter  clause  put  it  out  of  doubt,  be  there  ex- 
plained his  meaning  by  making  use  of  the  words  sons  and 
issue. 
Or  where  the  72.  Where  the  estate  given  to  the  ancestor  is  merely  an  equit* 

different  na-  Me  or  trust  estate,  and  that  devised  to  bis  heirs,  or  to  the  heirs  of 
tures.  j^Hg  body,  carries  the  legal  estate,  these  two  estates  will  not  unite 

into  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  the  ancestor,  as  they  would  have 
done  if  both  had  been  of  the  same  quality ;  that  is,  both  legal, 
or  both  equitable. 
Say  and  Seie  73.  Mrs.  Ellis  devised  her  estates  to  trustees  and  their  heirs, 

3  Bro.Pari.  upon  trust  to  pay  debts  and  legacies ;  and  to  pay  the  residue  to 
8  vin!  Ab.  ^^^  proper  hands  of  her  daughter  Cecil  Fiennes,  who  waa  a 
262.  married  woman,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life ;  and 

from  and  after  her  decease,  the  said  trustees  should  stand  and 
be  seised  of  and  in  all  the  said  manors,  8cc.  to  the  use  and  be- 
hoof of  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  her  said  daughter  Cecil  Fiennes, 
severally  and  successively,  as  they  should  happen  to  be  in  priority 
of  birth  and  seniority  of  age,  and  to  the  heirs  of  their  several 
and  respective  bodies  in  tail  general. 

The  question  was,  whether  Cecil  Fiennes  bad  an  estate  tail, 
or  only  an  estate  for  life. 

Lord  King  was  of  opinion,  that  by  the  words  of  the  will,  the 

use  was  executed  in  the  trustees  and  their  heirs  during  the  life 

Tit.  12.  c.  1.      of  Cecil  Fiennes ;  and  that  she  had  only  a  trust  in  the  surplus 

of  the  rents  and  profits.  But  by  the  subsequent  words,  viz. 
that  the  trustees  should  stand  seised  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of 
the  body  of  Cecil  Fiennes,  8^c.  the  use  was  executed  in  the 
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persons  entitled  to  take  by  virtue  thereof:  and  therefore  there  fPlayfordo.  f^ 
being  only  a  trust  estate  in  the  ancestor,  and  an  use  executed  jer.  175.] 
in  the  heirs  of  her  body,  those  different  interests  could  not 
unite,  so  as  to  create  an  estate  tail  by  operation  of  law  in  the 
ancestor.    Upon  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  the  decree 
was  affirmed, 

74.  Lands  were  devised  to  trustees,  upon  trust  that  they  Shapiando. 
should  every  year,  after  deducting  rates,  taxes,  &c.  pay  such  c.  0/75. 
clear  sum  as  should  remain  to  A.  B.  during  his  natural  life,  and  421!]°^'^'^' 
after  his  decease  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  heirs  male  of  the  [Doe  v.  simp- 
body  of  the  said  A.  B.  lawfully  begotten,  as  they  should  be  ^^' j*  ^^^' 
in  priority  of  birth ;  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  remainder 
over. 

Lord  Thurlow  was  of  opinion,  that  A.  B.  took  only  an  equita*  Tit  12.  c.  1. 
ble  estate ;  and  the  subsequent  estate  being  executed,  created  a 
legal  remainder  in  tail,  which  could  not  unite ;  and  therefore 
Au  B«  was  only  tenant  for  life. 

75*  A  person  devised  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  upon  trust  SUmterv. 
to  take  and  receive  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  and  to  2Term'R.  444. 
apply  the  same  for  the  subsistence  and  maintenance  of  his  son 
during  his  life ;  and  immediately  from  and  after  the  decease  of 
bis  soUy  the  testator  gave  and  devised  the  said  premises  unto  the 
heirs  of  the  body  of  his  said  son. 

It  was  held,  that  as  the  estate  devised  to  the  son  for  his  life 
was  merely  an  equitable  one,  and  the  remainder  to  the  heirs  of 
the  body  of  his  son  was  a  legal  one,  the  son  took  only  an  estate 
for  his  life. 

76.  Thus  stood  the  doctrine  respecting  the  application  of  CaaeofPerrin 
the  rule  in  Shelley's  case,  in  the  construction  of  wills;  when  jur.yoi!'i.2S3. 
the  case  of  Perrin  v.  Blake  arose  upon  a  devise  made  in  the  fol* 
lowing  words — **  And  should  my  wife  be  ensient  with  child  at 
any  time  hereafter,  and  it  be  a  female,  I  give  and  bequeath  unto 
her  the  sum  of  2000/.  current  money  of  this  island,  and  to  be 
paid  her  when  she  attains  the  age  of  twenty^one  years,  or  day 
of  marriage,  which  shall  first  happen;  and  to  be  generally 
educated  and  maintained  out  of  my  estate,  till  her  portion  be- 
comes payable,  without  any  deduction  of  the  same  or  any  part 
thereof.  And,  if  it  be  a  male,  I  give  and  bequeath  my  estate 
both  real  and  personal,  equaUy  to  be  divided  between  the  said 
infant  and  my  son  John  Williams,  whe^  the  said  infant  shall 
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attain  the  age  of  twenty-one.  Item,  and  it  is  my  intent  and 
meaning,  that  none  of  my  children  should  sell  and  dispose  of  my 
estate  for  longer  time  than  his  life :  and  to  that  intent  I  give, 
devise,  and  bequeath,  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  estate  to  my 
son  John  Williams,  and  the  said  infant,  for  and  during  the  term  of 
their  natural  lives,  the  remainder  to  my  brother-in-law  Isaac  Gale 
and  his  heirs,  for  and  during  the  natural  lives  of  my  said  sons  John 
Williams  and  the  said  infant ;  the  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the 
bodies  of  my  said  sons  John  Williams  and  the  said  infant,  lawfully 
begotten,  or  to  be  begotten;  the  remainder  to  my  daughters,  for 
and  during  the  term  of  their  natural  lives,  equally  to  be  divided 
between  them ;  the  remainder  to  my  said  brother-in-law,  Isaac 
Gale  and  his  heirs,  during  the  natural  lives  of  my  said  daughters 
respectively ;  the  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the  bodies  of  my 
said  daughters,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them." 

The  testator  died,  leaving  the  said  John  Williams  his  only  son 
and  heir,  and  three  daughters.  The  testator's  wife  was  not 
ensient  at  his  death ;  and  Isaac  Gale,  the  devisee  in  trust  in 
the  will,  died  before  the  testator. 

This  case  was  argued  in  the  Court  of  King*s  Bench  in  Easter 
Term  9  Geo.  3.  and  in  the  Trinity  Term  following;  and  in 
Hilary  Term  10  Geo.  3.  the  Judges  delivered  their  opinions 
seriatim. 

Mr*  Justice  Willes  said  there  were  two  questions — I.  What 
appeared  to  be  the  intention  of  the  testator?  II.  Was  that 
agreeable  to  the  rules  of  law  ?  The  intention  was  apparent  from 
the  introductory  clause  which  governed  the  whole  will.  The 
devise  to  Isaac  Gale  was  a  further  proof  of  the  intent.  From 
every  part  of  the  will  it  appeared  that  Gale  was  meant  as  a 
trustee  to  preserve  contingent  remainders.  After  the  devise  to 
Gale,  he  gives  it  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  his  son.  If  he  could 
give  an  estate  for  life  to  one,  and  the  inheritance  to  the  heirs  of 
the  body  of  the  first  devisee,  and  if  his  intention  appeared  to  be 
so,  he  should  think  that  that  intention  must  control  the  legal 
sense  of  the  words,  heirs  of  the  body.  The  rule  contended  for, 
which  was  in  Shelley's  case,  was  pronounced  by  Lord  Coke  upon 
a  deed,  and  in  argument;  and  though  he  should  be  for  adhering 
to  it  in  every  case  literally  within  it,  yet  it  must  not  be  extended 
an  inch.  The  maxim  itself  grew  with  feudal  policy,  and  the 
reasons  of  it  were  antiquated.    The  logicians  say,  cessante  caus& 
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cessat  effectus,  and  surely  the  lawyer  may  say — I  will  confine  an 
old  rule  witliin  its  exact  bounds^  and  extend  it  as  little  as  possi- 
ble. Having  then  stated  many  of  the  preceding  cases,  he  con- 
cluded that  the  intention  of  the  testator  must  prevail,  which 
being  to  give  an  estate  for  life  only  to  John  Williams,  in  his 
opinion  he  took  such  an  estate  only. 

Mr.  Justice  Aston  said  they  were  now  examining  a  testator's 
will,  and  deciding  upon  the  devises  in  that  will.  The  first  and 
fundamental  rule  of  law  in  point  was,  that  the  intention  of  the 
testator  was  to  be  collected  and  allowed,  though  not  expressed 
in  any  legal  language.  The  intention  was  clearly  to  give  an 
estate  for  life,  and  where  the  intention  is  clear  it  should  govern. 
But  it  was  objected,  first,  that  in  Shelley's  case,  it  is  laid  down — 
That  if  the  ancestor  takes  for  life,  and  in  the  same  instrument  an 
inheritance  be  limited  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  the  first  takes  the 
estate  tail.  Secondly,  that  the  testator  had  made  such  a  devise 
in  the  very  words  in  this  case  ;  that  no  words  of  limitation  were 
superadded  to  the  words  devising  the  inheritance.  That  the  de- 
vise was  of  a  legal  estate,  not  of  a  trust,  and  therefore  that  the 
legal  sense  of  the  words  would  supervene  the  intention,  however 
plainly  expressed.  As  to  the  first,  he  admitted  the  rule  in 
Shelley's  case  to  be  law,  but  he  denied  the  consequence,  that  it 
was  an  invariable  rule  to  be  applied  on  every  devise.  It  was  an 
old  rule  of  feudal  policy,  the  reason  of  which  was  long  since 
antiquated,  and  therefore  it  must  not  be  extended  one  jot. 

The  word  heirs  was  a  term  of  art ;  it  was  necessary  to  be  used 
in  a  deed,  but  not  in  a  will.  So  in  the  case  of  estates  tail ;  in  a 
deed  they  must  be  created  by  using  words  of  procreation,  as, 
heirs  of  the  body.  "Butprolij  seminij  issue  or  children  would  do 
in  a  will ;  from  whence  it  followed  that  a  testator  need  not  use 
terms  of  art.  The  argument  now  was,  since  he  had  used  them, 
they  must  have  their  due  influence.  But  it  was  no  conclusive 
argument;  when  the  law  permitted  an  intention  to  be  freely 
communicated,  no  reason  could  be  given  why  terms  of  art  should 
not  be  got  over.  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll,  in  Papillon  v.  Voice  said, 
the  intention,  if  lawful,  shall  govern.  Lord  Talbot  observed  in 
Glenorchy  v,  Bosville, — ^The  rule  of  law  is  not  so  strict  as  to 
control  the  intent.  In  Sayer  v.  M asterman.  Lord  Commissioner 
Willes  observed,  that  the  intention  should  always  govern ;  and 
that  case  was  determined  on  the  non-appearance  of  intent.  Lord 
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Keeper  Henley  concoired  id  this  opinion,  obaerving  that  Bach 
was  not  an  arbitrary  opinion,  but  consonant  to  justice  and  rea- 
son; that  if  the  intent  appeared,  the  testator  need  not  be  tied 
down  to  legal  constructioo.  As  to  eupwBdded  words  of  limita- 
tion, upon  the  words  devising  the  inheritance,  whether  singular 
or  plural,  they  were  immaterial,  the  true  ground  of  inquiry  being 
the  intention. 

The  next  argument  was,  that  it  waa  not  a  trust,  but  a  legal 
devise.  He  saw  no  grounds  for  the  distinction  between  trusts 
and  legal  estates,  nor  did  he  think  it  established.  It  was  laid 
down  in  several  cases,  that  courts  of  law  must  decide  upon  in- 
tent, as  welt  aa  courts  of  equity.  Courts  of  equity  had  fre- 
quently upon  trusts,  decreed  estates  tail,  and  this  upon  a  very 
substantial  ground,  because  the  intent  of  the  parties  had  not 
been  sufficiently  explained  to  contravene  the  legal  operation  of 
the  words. 

lastly,  the  words  restraining  the  introductory  clanse  signi- 
fied nothing;  the  whole  clause  was  explanatory  of  intention, 
which  was  consistent  with  the  devises  in  the  other  parts  of  the 
will.  And  to  show  this,  the  case  of  Leonard  v.  The  Earl  of 
Sussex  was  a  respectable  authority ;  there  an  estate  tail  was 
actually  devised,  and  the  restrictive  clause,  that  the  son  should 
not  alien,  was  holden  only  as  explanatory.  So  in  the  present 
case,  the  clause  restraining  the  power  of  alienation  in  the  first 
place,  could  not  in  strict  language  be  called  a  restraint  on  the 
tenant  in  tail ;  and  as  it  was  in  a  will,  it  must  be  expounded 
only  as  indicating  the  intention :  and  therefore  upon  the  whole 
of  the  case  he  thought  that  the  son  John  Williams  took  only  an 
estate  for  life. 

Mr.  Justice  Yates  said,  he  allowed  that  upon  the  construction 
of  a  will  free  scope  was  to  be  given  to  the  intention ;  it  was  to 
be  collected  from  various  parte,  and  the  whole  scheme  and  design 
were  to  indicate  the  intention :  but  the  intention  must  be  mani- 
festly clear,  and  likewise  fully  consistent  with  every  rule  of  law. 
There  were  cases  to  be  met  with,  even  of  trusts,  where  the 
testator  had  holden  forth  strong  nuurks  of  his  intention,  and  yet 
because  the  legal  words  which  he  had  used  bore  in  legal 
language  a  contrary  import,  the  intention  gave  way  to  the 
superior  influence  of  law.  After  you  hav«  fixed  the  intention, 
it  then  becomes  a  questitm  whether  such  intention  can  be  exe- 
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cutedy  consistently  with  the  established  I'ules  of  law ;  if  it  can*- 
Doty  we  had  better  adhere  to  the  law,  and  let  a  thousand  teista^ 
tors'  wills  be  overthrown.  In  considering  the  question^  it  was 
necessary  to  fix  the  point  This  was  a  deyiike  of  a  real  estate  to 
John  Williams,  &c. ;  here  Was  no  trust  executory,  no  future  con- 
veyance to  be  made,  every  thing  depended  on  the  limitations  in 
the  will  itself.  It  was  an  axiom  in  our  law,  that  wills  were  to 
be  construed  according  to  the  intention.  This  axiom  was  used 
at  the  bar  in  the  fullest  sente,  and  it  was  said,  that  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testator,  if  legal,  should  be  carried  into  execution, 
and  allowed,  in  whatsoever  words  he  should  have  explained  such 
intention.  But  he  could  not  accede  to  so  unbounded  a  position : 
he  agreed  that  in  the  case  of  an  executory  trust  it  was  so ;  and 
this  out  of  humanity  to  the  ignorance  of  a  testator,  because  in 
this  case  no  rule  of  law  would  be  violated :  but  in  the  Case  of  a 
legal  devise  he  conceived  the  allowing  so  much  favour  would 
overthrow  the  established  law,  and  endanger  property  con*- 
siderably. 

In  giving  his  sentiments  upon  this  question,  he  should  en^- 
deavour  to  maintain  two  propositions:  First,  that  in  every 
devise  of  a  legal  estate  the  construction  should  be  agreeable  to 
the  legal  rules  of  construction.  Secondly,  that  the  rule  laid  down 
in  Shelley's  case  was  one  of  them. 

If  be  should  prove  successful  in  these  propositions,  it  would 
imiBediately  follow  that  John  Williams  was  tenant  in  tail. 

The  rule  of  law  mentioned  by  several  writers  was  this  :  A  will 
shall  be  construed  so  as  to  fulfil  the  intention  of  the  testator, 
so  &r  as  it  is  consistent  with  the  rules  of  law.  And  this  was 
as  necessary  to  the  safety  and  certainty  of  the  rules  of  property, 
as  not  allowing  a  testator  to  do  that  which  was  illegal.  These 
established  rules  of  construction  formed  the  barriers  which  kept 
off  uncertainty  and  vexatious  litigations  of  disputed  titles ;  and 
this  certainty,  so  desirable,  could  no  longer  exist  than  whilst 
the  courts  adhered  to  established  rules  of  construction. 

The  favour  then  shown  to  a  will  was  this ;  that  barbarous 
words  should  be  supplied ;  if  the  devises  were  imperfect,  a  neces- 
sary implication  should  be  allowed ;  but  if  the  limitatioDs  were 
perfect^  there  was  no  occasion  for  assistance,  and  the  expressions 
used  must  have  their  legal  efiect.  These  technical  expressions 
were  the  measures  of  property  in  legal  devises ;  and  the  law 
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having  fixed  a  determinate  meaning  to  them,  will  not  pennit 
their  sense  to  be  perverted,  but  directs  the  Judges  ever  to  adhere 
to  them  without  the  smallest  departure. 

Secondly,  That  the  rule  in  Shelley's  case  was  one  of  the  rules 
of  construction  :  it  had  its  origin  in  the  feudal  policy,  and  grew 
up  in  days  when  the  law  favoured  descents  as  much  as  possible. 
He  admitted  that  the  original  reason  of  it  had  long  since  ceased, 
but  he  denied  that  for  that  reason  it  must  be  discountenanced,  it 
having  long  been  the  law  of  the  land,  and  it  must  continue  such 
till  parliament  should  interpose.  But  independent  of  the  feudal 
law.  the  rule  was  reasonable  and  just,  and  was  applicable  to  a 
will  as  well  as  to  a  deed. 

Many  arguments  were  used  at  the  bar  to  show  that  this  will 
was  not  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule  in  Shelley's  case ;  and 
the  words  being  different,  required  a  different  rule  of  construc- 
tion. The  rule  did  not  speak  of  the  word  heirs  abstractedly,  it  did 
not  mean  to  insinuate  that  there  was  any  magic  in  the  word 
heirs ;  it  only  speaks  of  the  two  limitations.  To  one  for  life,  to  his 
heirs  the  inheritance.  The  first  gives  an  estate  of  freehold,  the 
second  gives  the  inheritance.  The  freehold  was  merged  in  the 
inheritance,  and  the  ancestor  took  the  whole  estate  devised. 

He  then  came  to  the  second  head  of  argument,  to  examine 
what  difference  the  words  made  which  were  used  by  the  testator 
in  the  present  case. 

First  the  preliminary  clause. — It  was  not  difficult  to  show 
that  the  restriction  in  this  clause  was  void ;  it  was  tantamount 
to  saying,  ''  My  son  shall  not  convey  a  greater  interest  than  for 
life,"  and  he  went  on  to  give  him  an  estate  which  the  law  calls  an 
estate  tail ;  that  restriction  was  void,  for  if  the  same  contained  a 
greater  estate  limited  in  the  one  part,  than  would  bear  a  restric- 
tion, the  restriction  being  repugnant  was  void.  In  all  the  cases 
it  was  not  what  estate  the  ancestor  took,  but  what  estate  the 
heirs  took.  To  let  them  take  the  inheritance  by  purchase,  they 
must  be  particularly  designed ;  and  if  this  was  wanting  in  the 
present  devise,  the  inheritance  could  not  rest  in  the  issue  of  John 
Williams.  That  individuals  must  not  control  the  general  law, 
otherwise  a  door  would  be  opened  to  uncertainty.  Upon  prin- 
ciple, as  well  as  upon  authorities,  John  Williams  must  be  re- 
garded as  tenant  in  tail :  his  father  willed  that  he  should  take 
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for  life,  and  that  the  heirs  of  his  body  should  all  succeed  ;  this 
could  not  be  done  without  making  him  tenant  in  tail. 

Lord  Mansfield  said,  he  always  thought  that  as  the  law  had 
allowed  a  free  communication  of  intention  to  a  testator,  it  would 
be  a  strange  law  to  say — ^'  Now  you  have  communicated  that 
intention,  so  as  every  body  understands  what  you  mean,  yet  be- 
cause you  have  used  a  certain  expression  of  art,  we  will  cross 
your  intention,  and  give  your  will  a  different  construction; 
though  what  you  meant  to  have  done  is  perfectly  legal,  and  the 
only  reason  for  contravening  you  is,  because  you  have  not  ex- 
pressed yourself  like  a  lawyer.''  That  his  examination  of  the 
question  always  convinced  him  that  the  legal  intention,  when 
clearly  explained,  was  to  control  the  legal  sense  of  a  term  of  art, 
unwarily  used  by  the  testator. 

It  was  true  the  rule  in  Shelley's  case  was  laid  down  as  stated, 
but  that  rule  could  never  affect  this  question.  The  real  sense 
and  meaning  of  that  rule  was  this:  If  the  testator  gives  an 
estate  for  life  only  to  A.,  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  A/s  body ;  if 
the  Court  had  said  A.  was  only  tenant  for  life,  there  would  have 
been  a  contingent  remainder  to  his  issue,  and  then  the  issue 
would  have  been  liable  to  be  barred  by  any  forfeiture  of  the  tenant 
for  life ;  and  if  he  made  an  estate  pour  auter  vie,  the  remainder 
was  gone :  so  that  the  best  way  of  complying  with  the  intention 
was,  to  give  him  an  estate  tail ;  by  which  means  the  issue  were 
protected  by  the  statute  de  donis ;  and  if  an  estate  only  for  life 
was  given,  as  it  could  have  no  use  in  the  world  but  to  cheat  the 
lord  of  the  feudal  services,  the  law  very  prudently  said,  that  in 
such  cases  it  should  be  an  estate  tail. 

This  rule  was  clear  law,  but  was  not  a  general  proposition, 
subject  to  no  control,  as  where  a  testator's  intention  was  mani- 
festly on  the  other  side,  and  where  the  objections  might  be 
answered.  He  foudd  no  cases  in  Brooke  or  Fitzherbert  where 
these  matters  had  come  in  question,  so  that  the  Judges  were 
agreed  that  the  intention  was  to  govern,  and  that  Shelley's  case 
did  not  constitute  a  decisive  uncontrollable  rule.  This  being 
settled,  the  question  was,  whether  in  this  case  the  testator  had  so 
explained  his  intention  as  to  control  the  technical  expressions ; 
and  be  agreed  with  his  brothers  that  he  had.  It  was  known 
that  the  invention  of  trustees  to  support  contingent  remainders 
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was  iisaally  attriboted  to  Bridgeman  and  Palmer  aince  the 
restoration :  then  knowing  that  these  estates  might  be  limited 
in  strict  settlement^  it  was  sufficient  for  the  Judges  if  it 
appeared  that  the  testator  (however  he  had  explained  himself) 
had  a  strict  settlement  in  his  eye,  so  that  from  what  was  said, 
and  from  the  whole  will,  he  concurred  that  the  intention  of  the 
testator  was  lawful,  and  such  as  might  be  supported.  If  the 
intent  was  doubtful,  if  it  was  against  law,  the  legal  import  of  the 
words  must  govern.  But  here  there  could  not  be  a  doubt,  the 
heirs  of  John  William's  body  were  to  take  as  purchasers  suc- 
cessively. That  he  should  not  content  himself  with  general 
nrgumentSf  if  any  case  could  be  found  establishing  a  contrary 
doctrine ;  which  led  him  to  say  he  agreed  with  his  brethren, 
Aston  and  Willes,  that  there  was  no  case  which  contravened  this 
general  doctrine. 

It  was  true,  great  reliance  was  made  on  Colson  v.  Colson, 
but  this  was  a  very  different  case.  That  case  might  stand ; 
and  if  ever  any  future  litigation  should  arise  upon  a  question 
exactly  similar  to  that,  he  should  submit  to  Colson  v.  Colson ; 
though,  if  he  was  sitting  in  judgment  upon  that  very  will,  his 
determination  would  have  been  different.  It  had  been  said,  that 
case  was  law,  was  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  Court,  was  a 
respectable  authority,  and  always  was  deemed  such ;  he  covM 
not  think  so.  Denison  certainly  did  not  agree  with  his  brothers 
at  first,  but  as  he  found  them  strenuously  against  him,  he  was 
very  willing  to  acquiesce  upon  the  certificate  being  signed. 
Lord  Hardwicke,  speaking  of  Colson  v.  Colson,  confined  it 
exactly  within  its  own  bounds;  and  further  said — ''If  that  case 
be  law  ;'*  which  was  a  great  deal  for  him  to  say ;  and  so  little 
satisfied  with  it  was  he,  that  the  last  thing  he  did  in  Chancery 
was  to  send  Sayer  v.  Masterman  here,  and  he  told  him  he  did  it 
to  have  Colson  «.  Colson  reconsidered.  It  was  said  the  con» 
veyancershad  rested  on  Colson  t>.  Colson. 

There  was  no  sound  distinction  between  the  devise  of  a  legal 
estate  and  of  a  trust,  and  between  an  executory  trust  and  one 
executed :  all  trusts  were  executory  ;  and  in  every  shape  that  a 
will  appeared,  the  intention  must  govern. 

He  admitted  there  was  a  devise  to  John  Williams  for  life,  and, 
in  the  same  will,  a  devise  to  the  heirs  of  his  body;  and  he 
agreed  that  this  was  within  the  letter  of  Shelley's  case ;  and  he 
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did  not  doubt  but  there  were,  and  had  been  always,  lawyers  of  a 
different  bent  of  genius,  and  different  course  of  education,  who 
had  chosen  to  adhere  to  the  strict  letter  of  the  law;  and  they 
would  say  that  Shelley's  case  was  incontrovertible  authority, 
and  they  would  make  a  difference  between  trusts  and  legal 
estates,  to  the  harassing  of  a  suitor. 

His  opinion  therefore  was,  that  the  intention  being  clear  be- 
yond doubt,  to  give  an  estate  for  life  to  John  Williams,  and  an 
inheritance  successively  to  be  taken  by  the  heirs  of  his  body ; 
and  his  intention  being  consistent  with  the  rules  of  law«  it 
should  be  complied  with,  in  contradiction  to  the  legal  sense 
of  the  words  used  by  the  testator,  so  unguardedly  and  igno- 
rantly. 

Judgment  was  given  that  John  Williams  took  an  estate  for 
Ufe. 

A  writ  of  error  was  brought  on  this  judgment,  in  the  Ex- 
chequer Chamber;  in  which  the  judgment  was  reversed  by  the 
opinion  of  seven  Judges  against  one :  so  that,  upon  the  whole, 
eight  Judges  were  of  opinion  that  John  Williams  took  an  estate 
tail ;  and  four,  that  he  took  only  an  estate  for  life. 

77.  Sir  William  Blackstone's  argument  on  this  case,  in  the  Harg.Tra.487^ 
Exchequer  Chamber,  has  been  published  by  Mr.  Hargrave  from 
his  own  manuscript,  of  which  the  following  is  an  abstract. 

The  great  and  fundamental  maxim,  upon  which  the  con- 
struction of  every  devise  must  depend,  is,  ''  that  the  intention 
of  the  testator  shall  be  fully  and  punctually  observed  ;  so  far  as 
the  same  is  consistent  with  the  established  rules  of  law,  and  no 
farther. 

Some  rules  of  law  are  of  an  essential,  permanent,  and  sub* 
stantial  kind,  and  may  justly  be  considered  as  the  indelible 
landmarks  of  property ;  and  which  cannot  be  exceeded  or  trans-^ 
gressed  by  any  intention  of  the  testator,  be  it  never  so  clear  and 
manifest ;  such  as,  that  every  tenant  in  fee  simple  or  fee  taii 
shall  have  the  power  of  alienating  his  estate,  by  the  several 
modes  adapted  to  their  several  interests. 

There  are  also  other  rules  of  a  more  arbitrary,  technical,  and 
artificial  kind,  which  are  not  so  sacred  as  these,  being  founded 
on  no  great  principle  of  legislation  or  national  policy.  Some  of 
these  are  only  rules  of  interpretation  or  evidence,  to  ascertain 
the  intention  of  the  parties,  by  annexing  particular  ideas  of  pro- 
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perty  to  particular  modes  of  expression  ;  so  that  where  a  testator 
makes  use  of  those  technical  modes  of  expression,  it  is  evidence 
primd  facie  that  he  means  to  express  the  self-same  thing  which 
the  law  expresses  by  the  self-same  form  of  words.  Thus,  a  devise 
of  land  to  another  generally,  gives  him  an  estate  for  life ;  a  devise 
to  a  man  and  his  heirs,  gives  him  an  estate  in  fee ;  to  a  man  and 
the  heirs  of  his  body,  an  estate  tail. 

Lastly,  there  are  some  rules  which  are  not  to  be  reckoned 
among  the  great  fundamental  principles  of  juridical  policy,  but 
are  mere  maxims  of  positive  law,  deduced  by  legal  reasoning 
from  some  or  other  of  the  great  fundamental  principles ;  such  as, 
that  a  devise  to  a  man  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  his 
body,  shall  constitute  an  estate  tail. 

The  rule  in  Shelley's  case  is  not  to  be  reckoned  among  the 
great  fundamental  principles  of  juridical  policy,  which  cannot  be 
exceeded  or  transgressed  by  any  intention  of  the  testator:  but 
is  of  a  more  flexible  nature,  and  admits  of  many  exceptions :  for 
if  the  intention  of  the  testator  be  clearly  and  manifestly  contrary 
to  the  legal  import  of  the  words  which  he  has  thus  hastily  and 
unadvisedly  made  use  of,  the  technical  rule  of  law  shall  give  way 
to  this  plain  intention  of  the  testator. 

The  rule  of  law  laid  down  in  Shelley's  case  is,  that  where  the 
ancestor  takes  an  estate  of  freehold,  vtith  remainder  to  bis 
heirs,  or  heirs  of  his  body,  the  word  '*  heirs*^  is  a  word  of  limi- 
tation of  the  estate,  and  not  of  purchase ;  that  is,  in  other  words, 
that  such  remainder  vests  in  the  ancestor  himself;  and  the  heir, 
when  he  takes,  shall  take  by  descent  from  him,  and  not  as  a 
purchaser.  It  was  first  established  to  prevent  the  inheritanoe 
from  being  in  abeyance,  and  to  facilitate  the  alienation  of  land. 

This  rule,  when  applied  to  devises,  may  give  way  to  the  plain 
and  manifest  intent  of  the  devisor ;  provided  that  intent  be  con- 
sistent with  the  great  and  immediate  principles  of  legal  policy; 
and  provided  it  be  so  fully  expressed  in  the  testator's  will,  or 
else  may  be  collected  from  thence  by  such  cogent  and  demon- 
strative arguments,  as  leave  no  doubt  in  any  reasonable  mind, 
whether  it  was  his  intent  or  no. 

There  is  no  such  plain  and  manifest  intent  of  the  devisor  iu 
the  present  case,  expressed,  or  to  be  collected  from  any  part  of 
this  devise,  as  may  control  the  legal  operation  of  the  wordsi 
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and,  at  the  same  time,  be  consistent  with  the  fundamental  rules 
of  law. 

The  question  is  not,  whether  the  testator  intended  that  his 
son  John  should  have  a  power  of  alienation  ;  for  he  most  clearly 
expressed,  that  the  son  should  not  have  such  a  power.  The 
question  is  not,  whether  the  testator  intended  that  his  son 
should  have  only  an  estate  for  life  ;  for  he  believed  there  never 
was  an  instance,  when  an  estate  for  life  was  expressly  devised  to 
the  first  taker,  that  the  devisor  intended  he  should  have  any 
more.  But  if  he  afterwards  gives  an  estate  to  the  heirs  of  the 
tenant  for  life,  or  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  it  is  the  consequence 
or  operation  of  law  that  in  this  case  supervenes  his  inten-  i  Vent.  225. 
tion,  and  vests  a  remainder  in  the  ancestor  :  and  therefore  it  has 
frequently  been  adjudged,  that  though  an  estate  be  devised  to  a 
roan  for  his  life,  or  for  his  life  et  non  alith,  or  with  any  other 
restrictive  expressions,  yet  if  there  be  afterwards  added  apt  and 
proper  words  to  create  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  his  heirs,  or 
the  heirs  of  his  liody,  the  extensive  force  of  the  latter  words 
should  overbalance  the  strictness  of  the  former,  and  make  him 
tenant  in  tail,  or  in  fee.  The  true  question  of  intent  would  turn, 
not  upon  the  quantity  of  estate  intended  to  be  given  to  John  the 
ancestor,  but  upon  the  nature  of  the  estate  intended  to  be  given 
to  the  heirs  of  his  body.  That  the  ancestor  was  intended  to 
take  an  estate  for  life,  was  certain ;  that  his  heirs  were  intended 
to  take  after  him,  was  equally  certain  ;  but  how  those  heirs  were 
intended  to  take,  whether  as  descendants  or  as  purchasers,  was 
the  question  ?  If  the  testator  intended  they  should  take  as  pur- 
chasers, then  John  the  ancestor  only  remained  tenant  for  life ;  if 
be  meant  they  should  take  by  descent,  or  had  formed  no  inten- 
tion about  the  matter,  then,  by  operation  and  consequence  of 
law,  the  inheritance  first  vested  in  the  ancestor.  The  true  ques- 
tion, therefore,  was,  whether  the  testator  had,  or  had  not,  plainly 
declared  his  intent,  that  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  John  Williams 
should  take  an  estate  by  purchase,  entirely  detached  from,  and 
unconnected  with,  the  estate  of  their  ancestor?  Or,  in  other 
words,  whether  he  meant  to  put  an  express  negative  on  the 
general  rule  of  law,  which  vests  in  the  person  of  the  ancestor 
(when  tenant  of  the  freehold)  an  estate  that  is  given  to  the  heirs 
of  his  body  ?     It  was  not  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  by 
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any  express  evidence*  that  his  testator  meant  to  adhere  to  the 
rale  of  law ;  for  that  was  always  supposed,  till  the  contrary  was 
clearly  proved ;  but  it  was  incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  show, 
by  plain  and  manifest  indications,  that  the  testator  intended  to 
deviate  from  the  general  rule ;  for  that  was  never  supposed  till 
made  out,  not  by  conjecture,  but  by  strong  and  conclusive  evi- 
dence. By  a  devise  to  a  man's  heirs,  or  heirs  of  his  body,  the 
heirs  had  never  been  allowed  to  take  as  purchasers,  excepting  in 
one  of  these  four  cases: — I.  Where  no  estate  at  all,  or  no  estate 
of  freehold,  was  devised  to  the  ancestor ;  there  the  heirs  could 
not  take  by  descent,  because  the  ancestor  never  had  in  him  any 
descendible  estate.  II.  Where  no  estate  of  inheritance  was  de- 
Ante,  1. 53.       vised  to  the  heir,  as  in  the  case  of  White  v.  Collins ;  for  common 

sense  would  tell,  that  in  such  a  case  the  heir  could  not  take  by 
descent,  as  heir.  III.  Where  some  words  of  explanation  were 
annexed  by  the  devisor  himself  to  the  word  heirs  in  a  will, 
whereby  he  discovered  a  consciousness,  distrust,  or  apprehen- 
sion, that  he  might  have  used  the  word  improperly,  and  not  in  its 
legal  meaning,  and  therefore  he  in  a  manner  retracts  it,  he  cor- 
rects the  inaccuracy  of  his  own  phrase,  and  tells  every  reader  of 
his  will  how  he  would  have  it  understood.  IV.  Where  the  tes- 
tator superadded  fresh  limitations,  and  grafted  other  words  of 
inheritance  upon  the  heirs  to  whom  he  gave  the  estate ;  whereby 
it  appeared,  that  those  heirs  were  meant  by  the  testator  to  be 
the  root  of  a  new  inheritance,  the  stock  of  a  new  descent,  and 
were  not  considered  merely  as  branches  derived  from  their  own 
progenitor.  The  evidence  of  intent,  in  this  case,  might  be  re- 
solved into  two  particulars;  I.  The  testator's  previous  declared 
intention,  that  none  of  his  children  should  sell  or  dispose  of  his 
estate  for  longer  term  than  his  own  life.  II.  The  interposed 
estate  to  Isaac  Gale  and  his  heirs,  on  which  much  stress  could 
not  be  laid ;  for,  if  that  estate  had  been  expressly  given  to  pre- 
serve contingent  remainders  (which  was  only  a  conjecture,)  the 
case  of  Colson  v.  Colson  was  an  express  authority,  that  this  would 
not  make  the  heir  of  the  body  a  purchaser.  If  this  was  sOn  the  in- 
troductory words  were  the  only  evidence  of  intent,  and  then  the 
result  of  the  whole  matter  was,  that  the  testator  having  declared 
his  intent  that  his  son  should  not  alien  his  lands,  he,  to  ihat  in- 
tent, gave  his  son  an  estate  to  which  the  law  has  annexed  a 
power  of  alienation ; — an  estate  to  himself  for  life,  with  remain- 
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der  to  the  heirs  of  his  body.  Now,  what  was  a  court  of  justice 
tb  conclude  from  hence  ?  Not  that  a  tenant  in  tail  thiSis  cir- 
camstanced  should  be  barred  of  the  power  of  alienation ;  this 
was  contrary  to  fundamental  principles.  Not  that  the  devisee 
should  take  a  different  estate  from  what  the  legal  signification 
of  the  words  imported  ;  this,  without  other  explanatory  words, 
was  contrary  to  all  rules  of  construction  ;  but  plainly  and  simply 
this,  that  the  testator  had  mistaken  the  law,  and  imagined  that 
a  tenant  for  life,  with  first  an  interposed  estate,  and  then  a 
remainder  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  could  not  sell  or  dispose  of 
his  interest.  Upon  the  whole,  he  concluded,  that  though  it  did 
not  appear  that  the  testator  intended  to  restrain  his  son  from 
disposing  of  his  estate,  for  any  longer  term  than  his  life,  and,  to 
that  intent,  contrived  the  present  devise,  yet  it  did  not  appear 
by  any  evidence  at  all,  much  less  by  declaration  plain,  that,  in 
order  to  effectuate  that  purpose,  he  meant  that  the  heirs  of  the 
body  of  his  son  should  take  by  purchase,  and  not  by  descent,  or 
even  that  he  knew  the  difference.  The  consequence  was,  that, 
by  the  legal  operation  of  the  words,  which  were  not  controlled 
by  any  manifest  intent  to  the  contrary,  the  heir  could  only  take 
by  descent,  and,  of  course,  John  Williams  the  son  was  tenant  in 
tail. 

78.  It  is  observable,  that  in  the  several  cases  in  which  the  General  obser- 
question  has  arisen,  whether  the  rule  in  Shelley's  case  should  be  ^uie. 
applied  to  the  construction  of  a  will,  the  objection  to  its  appli- 
cation has  always  been  founded  on  the  obvious  intention  of  the 
testator,  to  give  the  first  devisee  no  more  than  an  estate  for  life ; 
without  considering  that  in  all  those  cases  the  testator  devises 
the  remainder  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  first  estate, 
to  the  heirs  general,  or  special,  or  to  the  issue  of  the  first  de- 
visee ;  and  that  it  is  as  necessary  to  ascertain  his  intention  in 
the  second,  as  in  the  first  devise.  There  can  be  no  doubt  but 
that  where  a  common  person  devises  his  estate  to  A.  for  life, 
with  a  remainder  to  his  heirs  general,  or  special,  or  issue,  he 
does  not  mean  to  give  A.  any  greater  estate  than  for  his  life ; 
and  as  to  the  addition  of  negative  words,  or  a  devise  to  trustees 
to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  they  can  add  nothing  to  the 
clearness  of  the  first  words.  The  whole  difficulty  therefore  lies 
in  ascertaining  the  intention  of  the  testator  in  the  second  de- 
vise ;  or,  as  Sir  W.  Blackstone  says,  ''  the  true  question  of  in~ 
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tent  will  turn,  not  upon  the  quantity  of  estate  intended  to 
be  given  to  John  the  ancestor,  but  upon  the  nature  of  the  estate 
intended  to  be  given  to  the  heirs  of  his  body ;"  and  where  the 
second  devise  is  inconsistent  with  the  first,  to  adopt  such  a  con* 
struction  as  will  best  effectuate  the  general  intent  of  the  testator. 
It  is  for  this  purpose  that  the  rule  is  applied ;  upon  a  principle 
which  has  been  already  stated,  and  which  is  fully  explained  by 
Lord  Ch.  J.  Wilmot,  in  his  very  able  judgment  in  the  case  of 
Roe  V.  Grew ;  and  by  Lord  Kenyon  in  several  oasesi  whiqh  have 
been  already  stated  in  Chapter  XII. ;  namely*  that  where  a  tes- 
tator shows  a  particular,  and  also  a  general  intent,  which  are 
inconsistent  with  each  other,  the  general  intent  will  be  esta- 
blished, and  the  particular  one  disregarded* 

79.  In  all  the  cases  where  the  rule  has  been  applied,  there 
was  a  devise  to  A.  for  life,  with  a  subsequent  devise  to  the  heirs 
general,  or  special,  or  issue  of  A. ;  and  the  testator  had  a  parti- 
cular intent,  to  give  an  estate  for  life  only  to  A.,  and  a  general 
intent,  to  give  estates  to  all  the  lineal  descendants  of  A.  If  the 
will  were  construed  according  to  the  particular  intent,  the  first 
devisee  would  take  an  estate  for  life  only,  and  the  word  heirs,  or 
heirs  of  the  body,  or  issue,  must  operate  as  words  of  purchase. 
But  by  this  mode  of  construction  the  general  intent  that  all  the 
lineal  descendants  of  A.  should  take  successive  estates  of  inheri- 
tance, either  in  fee,  or  in  tail,  would  be  defeated.  For  if  tbe  re- 
mainder was  devised  to  the  heirs  of  A.  it  must  vest  in  the  person 
who  was  heir  general  to  A.  at  the  time  of  his  death ;  and  in  that 
case  it  could  not  go  in  succession  from  him,  to  succeeding  heirs 
of  the  same  ancestor,  not  being  heirs  general  of  the  first  heir ; 
but  might  eventually  go  to  strangers,  either  in  defect  or  exclu- 
sion of  the  heirs  of  such  ancestor.  If  the  remainder  waa  devised 
to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  A.  it  would  vest  in  the  person  who 
was  heir  of  the  body  of  A.  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death, 
and  would  descend  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  that  heir;  and  on 
failure  of  issue  of  that  person,  it  would  go  by  a  quasi  descent  to 
the  next  person  who  answered  that  description,  at  the  time  of 
the  failure  of  such  issue,  in  conformity  to  Vaudeville's  case ;  so 
that  if  the  devisee  had  several  sons,  the  first  would  take  an  es« 
tate  tail,  but  none  of  the  other  sons  would  take  vested  estates, 
while  the  eldest  or  any  issue  of  his  body  were  in  existence. 

If  tbe  remainder  was  devised  to  the  issue  of  A.,  the  estate 
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would   vest  in  all  his  children,  as  joint  tenants  for  life,  and  ^^  ^'  Grew, 

'J  '  ante,  s.  61. 

tenants  in  common  of  the  inheritance. 

The  consequence  is,  that  in  order  to  effectuate  the  general  in- 
tent of  the  testator,  which,  in  the  three  cases  put,  certainly  is,  that 
the  estate  devised  shall  go  to  all  the  lineal  descendants  of  the 
first  devisee,  in  a  course  of  inheritance,  and  shall  not  go  over  as  8  Term  R.  619. 
long  as  there  are  any  such  descendants  remaining,  the  Court  is 
obliged  to  apply  the  rule,  and  to  construe  the  second  devise  in 
sach  a  manner  as  to  create  an  estate  iu  fee  or  in  tail  in  the  first 
devisee. 

80.  This  doctrine  is  fully  confirmed  by  Lord  Thurlow,  in  his 
determination  of  the  case  of  Jones  v,  Morgan,  in  which  he  con-  fe^''^^' 
eluded  his  judgment  in  these  words — "  By  all  the  cases,  where  219. 
the  estate  is  so  given,  that  after  the  limitation  to  the  first  taker, 
it  is  to  go  to  every  person  who  can  claim  as  heir  to  the  first 
taker,  the  word  heirs  must  be  a  word  of  limitation ;  all  heirs, 
taking  as  heirs,  must  take  by  descent.     In  cases  where  I  can 
bring  it  to  the  point,  that  the  testator  by  the  word  heirs,  as  used  in 
the  will,  means  first,  second,  third,  and  other  sons,  there  I  change 
the  words  of  the  will.  But  here  I  think  the  word  heirs  was  the  very 
thing  he  meant.  Suppose  William  had  had  a  son,  which  son  had 
had  a  son,  and  died,  living  William ;  the  eldest  son  of  the  son 
woold  have  been  heir;  if  there  had  been  a  title  he  would  have  taken 
it;  but  the  estate,  if  these  had  been  words  of  purchase,  must  have 
i;one  to  the  second  son,  the  devise  to  the  first  son  being  a  lapsed 
devise,  like  the  case  of  Warner  v.  White,  lately  in  the  House  of  Ante,  c.  8. 
Lords,  from  Ireland.     But  Sir  William  Morgan  meant  the  estate 
to  go  to  whoever  should  be  heir.     I  think  the  argument  imma- 
terial that  he  meant  the  first  estate  to  be  an  estate  for  life ;  I 
take  it  that  in  all  cases  the  testator  does  mean  so ;   I  rest  it 
upon  what  he  meant  afterwards.     If  he  meant  that  every  other 
person  who  should  be  heir  should  take,  he  then  meant  what  the 
law  would  not  sufiTer  him  to  give,  or  the  heir  to  take  as  a  pur- 
chaser.    In  conversing  with  a  great  authority,  whom  I  will  not 
name,  I  asked  what  would  become,  in  the  case  stated,  of  the 
grandson ;  the  answer  was,  he  should  take  as  heir.     I  know  he 
might,  but  then  he  must  take  by  descent;  all  possible  heirs 
must  take  as  heirs,  and  not  as  purchasers.     Many  cases  have 
been  determined  on  the  grouiid  of  a  devise  to  the  first  taker, 
with  a  re  nainder  to  the  heir  male  in  the  singular,  or  heirs  male 
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Ante,  s.  60.       iq  the  plural,  as  in  King  v.  Burchell,  before  Lord  Henley,  where 

it  was  in  the  singular  number, 

Ante.  <<  The  rule  in  Shelley's  case  was  used  as  a  demonstration  that 

it  was  indifferent  whether  the  limitation  was  in  the  singular  or 
the  plural  number ;  it  was  equally  an  estate  tail.  So  where  it 
is  to  the  heir  of  the  first  taker,  and  to  the  heirs  of  that  heir,  it 
has  been  determined  to  be  an  estate  tail.  Indeed,  in  all  cases 
where  the  limitation  is  of  an  estate  of  freehold  to  a  man,  and 
afterwards  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  whether  general  or  special, 
so  as  to  give  it  to  the  heirs  as  a  denomination  or  class,  the  heirs 
shall  be  in  by  descent,  and  not  by  purchase.  And  the  case 
stated  by  Anderson  in  Shelley's  case,  of  a  limitation  to  the  use 
of  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  heirs,  and  of  their  heirs 
female,  is  the  only  one  to  the  contrary ;  and  in  that  case  the 
word  heirs  must  be  a  description  of  persons,  in  order  to  let  in  the 
limitations  to  the  heirs  female." 

Cont.  Rem.  81.  Mr.  Fearne's  conclusion  to  his  observations  on  the  rule 

appears  to  have  been  founded  on  the  same  principle ;  or  if  not, 
is  certainly  conformable  to  it :  for  he  says, "  Wherever  the  an- 
cestor takes  the  freehold,  the  inheritance  will  not  go  to  all  the 
heirs,  &c.  in  the  course  of  inheritable  succession,  unless  by  an 
actual  descent ;  and  consequently  if,  after  the  first  taker,  it  is  to 
go  to  every  person  who  can  claim  as  heir  to  him,  the  intended 
succession  can  only  be  effectuated  by  taking  the  word  heirs,  &c. 
as  a  word  of  limitation.  If  after  him  all  heirs,  8cc.  are  to  take 
as  such,  that  is,  as  answering  that  description,  they  can  only 
take  by  descent.  If  the  law  will  not  admit  of  all  possible  heirs, 
&c.  taking  the  inheritance,  after  its  inception  by  a  freehold  in 
the  ancestor,  otherwise  than  by  descent^  it  follows,  that  where- 
ever  the  limitation  to  the  heirs,  &c.  after  a  freehold  to  the  an* 
cestor,  is  admitted  to  reach  the  whole  denomination  or  class 
of  heirs  described,  they  must  take  by  descent,  and  not  by 
purchase." 


8th  edit.  196. 
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CHAP.  XV. 


Construction — What  Words  create  a  Joint  Tenancy,  or  Tenancy 

in  Common,  and  Cross  Remainders. 


SiCT.    1.  What  Words  create  a  Joint 

Tenancy^ 
12.  What  Worda  create  a   Te- 

fumcy  in  Common. 
29.  What  Wordo  create   Crocs 

Jtemioinders. 


Sect.  S7.  Formerly    mot    impUed   fre- 
tween  more  than  two, 

42.  This  Doctrine  somewhat  at' 
tered. 


Section  I. 

With  respect  to  the  words  which  create  a  joint  tenancy  in  a  whatwoidt 
will,  it  has  been  long  settled  that  a  devise  to  A.  and  B.  generally,  Senancy.^**"^ 
or  to  A.  and  B.  and  their  heirs,  makes  them  joint  tenants.     So  "^'^  ^®"  *^-  ^• 
where  a  man  devised  lands  to  his  two  daughters  and  their  heirs,  ^^^^^  q^^ 
it  was  resolved  that  they  took  an  estate  in  joint  tenancy,  (a)         ^^"*  *^^' 

2.  Though  the  estates  devised  to  two  or  more  persons,  in  this  Aylorv.  Chcp. 
manner,  should  have  different  cooimencements,  yet  the  devisees  ^^^^ 

will  take  in  joint  tenancy,  as  appears  from  the  two  cases  here  Tit.  is.  c.  i. 
cited,  and  which  have  been  already  stated. 

3.  Whenever  lands  are  devised  to  two  or  more  persons^  with  a 
benefit  of  survivorship  among  them,  they  will  take  as  joint  te- 
nants ;  though  there  be  other  words  in  the  will  indicating  an 
intention  to  create  a  tenancy  in  common. 

4.  Lands  were  devised  to  A.  B.  and  C.  in  tail ;  and  then  fol-  Fowler  v.  Ong- 
lowed  these  words — *'  I  will  that  every  of  them  be  the  other's  heir,  Webster's  case, 
by  equal  portions."  ^  ^^^'  ^^• 

The  Court  at  first  held  this  to  be  a  tenancy  in  common ;  but  Fane  «. 
afterwards  upon  good  consideration  it  was  adjudged  to  be  a  joint  ^  RoU.  Ab.  90. 

(a)  [See  also  Swaine  v.  Burton,  15  Ves.  365.,  and  the  cases  of  bequests  of  personal 
estate  to  legatees  as  joint  tenants,  2  Rop.  Leg.  322-^^29.  £d.  1828.  Also  Morris  v. 
Barrett,  3  Yo.  &  Jer.  384.] 
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tenancy,  for  so  it  was  implied  ;  and  it  was  as  much  as  to  say 
that  each  survivor  should  be  the  other's  heir. 

5.  [Where  lands  are  devised  to  two  or  more  persons  generally, 
or  to  them  and  their  heirs,  the  rule  of  construction  is,  that  de- 
visees take  as  joint  tenants ;  but  where  the  devise  is  in  tail,  the 
[Co.  Lit.  184. a.  construction  is  necessarily  different.     For  a  devise  to  two  w 
3  Dye?  326.  a.  ^ote  persons  (who  neither  are,  nor  capable  of  being,  husband 
^  ^Ull^  x^  ^^^  wife)  and  to  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  as  they  can  have  no 
common  heirs  of  their  bodies,  of  necessity  makes  the  devisees 
joint  tenantsybr  lije^  with  several  inheritances  in  tail.     Upon  the 
death  of  any  one  his  estate  devolves  upon  the  survivors  for  their 
lives,  and  upon  the  death  of  the  surviving  joint  tenant,  the  inhe- 
ritance devolves  upon  their  respective  heirs  in  tail,  as  tenants  in 
common. 
Doei'.Southein,      6.  In  a  reccnt  case  the  devise  was  to  Margaret  and  Elizabeth, 
628.         ^       And  the  survivor  of  them,  their  heirs  and  executors  for  ever,  the 

Court  of  B.  R.  decided  that  the  devisees  took  as  joint  tenants 
in  fee,  and  not  estates  for  life  with  remainder  in  fee  to  the 
survivor.] 
1  Vent.  216.         7.  Lord  Hale  says,  a  devise  to  two,  equally  to  be  divided  be- 
Horiocky  tween  them,  and  to  the  survivor  of  them,  makes  an  estate  in 

7  Taunt.  129.)  j^j^t  tenancy,  upon  the  express  import  of  the  last  words. 
Turkcrman  v.         B.  A  person  devised  to  Jane  the  wife  of  B.  and  to  Elizabeth 

SRac^Ab-esi.  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^*  ^'^  ^^^  estate,  8cc.,  to  be  equally  divided  between 
Holt.  Rep.  370.  them,  during  their  natural  lives  :  and  after  the  deceases  of  the 
said  Jane  and  Elizabeth,  to  the  right  heirs  of  Jane  for  ever. 

The  question  was,  whether  this  devise  made  Jane  and  Eliza- 
beth joint  tenants  for  life,  so  as  upon  the  death  of  Jane  the 
whole  survived  to  Elizabeth  for  life;  or  whether  upon  the 
words,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them,  they  were  tenants 
in  common. 

Lord  Holt  pronounced  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  that  they 
were  joint  tenants,  notwithstanding  the  words,  equally  to  be 
divided  between  them,  and  the  lands  ought  to  survive  to  Eliza- 
beth. L  Though  upon  such  words  generally,  they  would  be 
tenants  in  common,  yet  if  it  should  be  so  in  this  case,  it  would 
be  expressly  against  the  intent  of  the  testator,  aad  would  defeat 
the  heirs  of  Jane  of  part;  for  they  were  to  take  altogether,  and 
not  by  moieties,  one  at  one  time,  and  one  at  another,  but  aU  at 
once ;  and  if  they  should  be  tenants  in  common,  they  must  take 
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by  moieties,  at  several  times.  II.  It  was  express  that  the  heirs 
of  Jtne  were  not  to  take  till  after  both  their  deceases.  III.  If 
they  should  be  tenants  in  common,  then  the  heirs  of  Jane  would 
be  in  danger  to  lose  a  moiety ;  for  as  to  that  one  moiety,  it  must 
be  a  contingent  remainder;  so  that  if  Elizabeth  should  die 
daring  the  life  of  Jane,  the  contingency  for  that  moiety  not 
happening,  it  must  descend  to  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  testator, 
who  were  Elizabeth  and  the  issue  of  Jane,  as  coparceners. 
IV.  Jane  and  Elizabeth  were  heirs  at  law  to  the  testator*  and  as 
such,  the  whole  would  have  descended  to  them  in  coparcenary, 
if  00  will  had  been  made ;  but  here,  by  this  will,  it  was  plain  the 
testator  intended  to  prefer  the  heirs  of  Jane  to  the  whole. — 
Judgment  accordingly. 

9.  Andrew  Hawes,  the  plaintiff's  grandfather,  devised  seyeral  Hawwv. 
lands  to  his  four  younger  sons,  William,  Charlton,  Andrew,  and  mss.  Rep. 
Thomas  Hawes,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  equally  to  be  divided  *  ^***'  ^*  ^^* 
between  them,  share  and  share  alike,  as  tenants  in  common,  and 
not  as  joint  tenauts,  with  benefit  of  survivorship :  and  also  de- 
vised all  his  messuage  in  Chatham  unto  his  said  four  children, 
their  heirs  and  assigns  for  erer  equally  to  be  divided,  share  and 
share  alike,  as  tenants  in  common  as  aforesaid,  and  not  as  joint 
tenants,  with  like  benefit  of  survivorship ;  and  died,  leaving  his 
eldest  son  Harewell  Hawes,  and  the  said  four  other  sons.  In 
1727,  Charlton  Hawes  died  an  infant  and  unmarried ;  and  some 
time  after,  Harewell  Hawes  the  eldest  son,  and  his  wife,  by  fine 
and  recovery  conveyed,  inter  alioj  the  undivided  fourth  that  had 
belonged  to  Charlton,  of  the  lands  devised  by  his  father,  to  the 
use  of  such  persons,  and  for  such  estates,  as  he  and  his  wife 
should  appoint ;  and  for  want  of  such  appointment,  to  the  use 
of  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  his  wife  for  life,  remainder  to 
his  own  heirs  and  assigns. 

In  1728,  no  appointment  being  made,  Harewell  Hawes  by 
will  devised  all  his  freehold  lands  to  trustees,  in  trust  to  sell  so 
much  as  should  be  necessary  for  payment  of  his  debts ;  and 
what  should  remain  unsold,  he  directed  his  trustees  to  convey 
equally  to  his  three  children,  the  plaintiff  Nathaniel,  Martha, 
and  Elizabeth,  one  of  the  defendants,  and  their  heirs  for  ever,  as 
tenants  in  common,  or  to  the  survivors  and  the  heirs  of  sucb 
survivors,  at  their  ages  of  twenty«one  years ;  and  the  rents  and 
profits,  after  his  wife's  decease,  to  be  bad  and  received  towards 
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the  education  and  bringing  up  of  his  said  three  children,  during 
their  minorities  :  and  gave  his  personal  estate  equally  between 
his  three  children  and  his  wife,  whom  he  made  executrix ;  and 
died»  leaving  the  plaintiff  his  son,  and  his  two  daughters,  Martha 
and  Elizabeth,  the  first  of  which  (Martha)  died  an  infant  in 
1740,  and  unmarried. 

The  plaintiff  having  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one,  brought 
his  bill  to  be  let  into  the  undivided  fourth  of  his  uncle  Charlton, 
which  he  insisted  did,  by  his  death,  descend  upon  his  father 
Harewell  Hawes,  as  heir  to  Charlton,  and  was  by  him  well  con- 
veyed to  the  plaintiff  by  the  above  settlement  and  will :  and  also 
to  be  let  into  the  share  of  his  sister  Martha,  of  their  father's  real 
estate ;  insisting  that  she  dying  before  twenty-one,  the  share  of 
their  father's  real  estate  intended  her,  upon  the  happening  of 
that  contingency,  was  now  a  resulting  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the 
plaintiff,  as  heir  at  law  to  his  father ;  or  that  if  any  thing  was 
actually  vested  in  her,  she  had  it  as  tenant  in  common,  and 
upon  her  death  it  descended  to  the  plaintiff,  as  her  brother  and 
heir. 

There  were  two  questions: — ^The  first  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendants  his  surviving  uncles,  upon  the  grandfather's 
will ;  whether  the  four  devisees  were  joint  tenants,  or  tenants  in 
common :  if  the  former,  the  share  of  Charlton  survived  to  the 
defendants  the  uncles  ;  if  the  latter,  his  share  went  on  his  death 
to  Harewell  Hawes  the  plaintiff's  father,  as  heir  to  him,  and  was 
by  him  well  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff.  The  second  was  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  Elizabeth  his  only  sister,  whether 
any  and  what  interest  vested  in  any  of  the  children  before  twenty- 
one,  under  their  father  Harewell  Hawes's  will. 

Lord  Hardwicke  said,  the  question  arising  upon  Andrew 
Hawes's  will  was,  whether  there  was  a  joint  tenancy  or  a  tenancy 
in  common  generally,  or  a  tenancy  in  common  attended  with  a 
particular  limitation  over,  either  generally  or  upon  a  contingency. 
This  was  a  devise  to  younger  children,  a  circumstance  to  be  con- 
sidered, in  determining  whether  they  took  as  joint  tenants  or  te- 
nants in  common.  The  general  rules  were  plain :  joint  tenancies 
were  not  favoured  in  equity,  because  they  did  not  tend  to  make 
proper  provisions  for  families:  and  though  the  law  favoured 
them  formerly,  as  multiplying  tenures,  yet  as  tenures  were  taken 
away,  the  law  leaned  against  them  now.    Another  rule  was  no 
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less  certain  ;  that  if  there  were  many  words,  and  some  introduc- 
tory to  others,  such  a  construction  was  to  be  made  as  would  ren- 
der all  the  words  consistent,  and  to  have  a  meaning  if  possible ; 
bat  if  that  could  not  be  done,  and  that  some  words  must  be  re- 
jected, they  must  be  such  as  were  least  consistent  with  the 
party's  intent  But  if  an  uniform  construction  could  be  made  of 
all  the  words,  so  as  that  each  should  have  effect,  the  Court  would 
do  it.  Here  was  an  immediate  devise  to  the  four  children  in  fee^ 
as  tenants  in  common;  and  the  words,  "  with  benefit  of  survi- 
vorship," ought  not  to  receive  such  a  construction  as  to  control 
the  devise,  since  that  would  be  overruling  certain  words  by  am- 
biguous ones. 

There  had  been  two  constructions  put  upon  these  words, 
L  As  being  only  descriptive  of  one  quality  of  joint-tenancy : 
but  that  was  too  refined,  and  not  agreeable  to  the  use  the  testator 
had  made  of  these  words  in  other  parts  of  his  will ;  for  where 
he  declared  the  custom  of  London,  as  to  the  orphanage  part  of 
his  personal  estate,  and  disposed  of  the  testamentary  part,  he 
made  use  of  the  words,  "  with  like  benefit  of  survivorship/'  not 
to  exclude  survivorship,  but  to  give  it* 

The  second  construction  was,  that  they  related  to  a  dying 
before  the  testator,  which  was  an  admission  that  they  ought  to 
have  some  construction ;  and  if  no  other  could  be  found,  he  did 
not  say  that  he  would  not  put  that  construction  on  them. 
Though  in  that  case  if  any  of  the  children  should  die  before  the 
testator,  leaving  children,  such  children  could  not  take,  as  their 
father's  share  would  then  go  over :  but  in  such  case  the  testator 
might  make  a  provision  for  them  in  his  life.  But  parents  seldom 
provide  by  their  wills  for  contingencies  which  may  happen  in  their 
own  life ;  and  strictly  speaking  survivorship  respects  a  time  after 
the  testator's  death,  the  jus  accrescendi  presupposing  an  actual 
vesting  of  the  interest  in  the  parties.  In  the  case  of  Bindon  v.  ip.Wiils96. 
Sofiblk,  (a)  Lord  Cowper  reasoned  rightly,  that  the  words  could 
not  mean  a  dying  at  any  time,  but  at  some  particular  period, 
which  he  confined  to  the  testator's  lifetime.  Indeed  in  the 
House  of  Lords  it  was  referred  to  the  time  of  payment.     But 

(a)  That  waa  a  case  of  personal  property,  beiog  a  devise  of  20,000<.  uDto  five  per- 
sons, equally  to  be  divided  between  them,  share  and  share  alike,  and  if  either  of  them 
died,  to  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them.  Held,  a  tenancy  in  common,  4  Bro.  Pari.  Ca. 
574.  Vide  ]>oe  o.  Abey,  I  Maale  and  Selw.  428.— No(«  tofomer  Edition, 
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still  it  wes  referred  in  both  to  8ome  particular  period ;  and  the 
debt  in  that  case  being  desperate^  and  the  division  to  be  made 
tvhen  the  debt  was  paid,  the  Lords  referred  the  survivorship  to 
the  time  of  the  division.     Now  the  question  was,  whether  upon 
the  whole  frame  of  this  will  there  was  not  another  period,  be- 
sides the  testator's  death,  to  which  it  was  more  natural  to  refer 
the  words  of  survivorship.     In  that  part  of  the  will  relating  to 
the  orphanage  share,  the  testator  could  not  by  those  words  mean 
a  survivorship  of  himself,  the  benefit  there  being  to  arise  after 
his  death,  and  after  the  custom  should  attach.     If  therefore  one 
of  the  children  had  come  to  twenty-one,  and  demanded  his  share, 
he  must  have  had  it,  and  if  another  child  had  afterwards  died  an 
infant,  unmarried,  the  survivors  had  been  entitled.    He  therefore 
thought  this  clause  would  afford   some  light  towards  under- 
standing that  in  question ;  for  in  the  disposition  of  the  testa* 
mentary  part,  there  was  the  same  benefit  of  survivorship  in- 
tended, as  in  the  orphanage  part.    The  word  like^  was  a  word 
of  reference,  being  the  same  as  if  the  testator  had  said,  if  any 
one  died  before  twenty-one,  unmarried,  his  share  shall  go  to  the 
survivors ;  and  the  point  was,  what  effect  this  would  have  upon 
the  other  clause.    The  testator  was   making  a   fund   for  his 
younger  childien,  the  very  same  as  were  legatees  of  the  testa- 
mentary part,  which  was  expressly  given  over  if  any  died  before 
twenty-one  unmarried ;  and  therefore  he  thought  the  benefit  of 
survivorship,  as  to  the  estate  in  question,  must  be  the  same 
benefit  of  survivorship  which  he  had  directed  before  as  to  the 
personal  estate;  which  was  a  very  natural  intention,  that  if  a 
child  should  die  before  he  could  make  use  of  his  share,  it  should 
go  over  to  the  others.     It  was  said  that  the  word  tike  was  not 
inserted. in  this  clause  ;  but  he  thought  that  was  of  no  weight, 
be  having  used  the  same  words  in  such  a  sense  as  to  make  no 
.     .  doubt  of  his  meaning :  and  though  the   making  the  children 

joint  tenants  would  certainly  overturn  many  words  in  the  will, 
yet  by  construing  this  to  amount  to  a  limitation  over  upon  a 
contingency,  all  the  words  would  be  consistent ;  and  he  thought 
it  the  same  as  if  the  contingency  had  been  expressly  repeated. 
This  was  called  proceeding  by  arbitrary  conjecture,  but  he 
thought  it  a  reasonable  intendment ;  for,  which  was  the  most 
natural  construction  ?  that  the  survivorship  should  relate  to  the 
testator's-  death,  or  mean  a  survivorship  amongst  themselves : 
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and  if  this  construction  was  right,  the  case  stood  clear  of  all  the 
authorities;  and  as  Charlton  died  under  twenty^ne,  and  un- 
married, his  share  survived  to  the  other  three  children. 

The  next  question  arose  upon  the  will  of  Harewell  Hawes, 
namely,  at  what  time  those  shares  vested  in  the  plaintiff  and 
his  sisters;  whether  immediately,  or  upon  their  attaining  the 
age  of  twenty-one.  When  the  conveyance  was  to  be  made, 
they  must  certainly  take  as  tenants  in  common,  for  divided 
shares  must  be  conveyed  :  and  as  to  suspending  the  convey- 
ance till  the  youngest  attained  twenty-one,  he  thought  it  not 
a  right  construction ;  for  the  words  were  disjunctive,  when 
she  and  they,  S^c,  yet  he  thought  the  word  and  ought  to  be  con- 
stnied  as  or,  otherwise  the  trust  of  the  rents  and  profits  would 
cease,  as  to  each  child  that  attained  twenty-one,  and  he  could 
neither  have  lands  nor  rents,  till  the  youngest  also  should  attain 
twenty-one.  Now,  one  of  the  children  dying  under  twenty-one, 
the  question  was,  whether  her  share  should  descend  to  her  heir 
at  law,  or  survive  ;  and  he  thought  it  survived ;  and  that  this 
clause  must  be  construed  in  the  same  manner  as  if  that  relating 
to  the  rents  and  profits  had  been  placed  first.  The  will  must 
have  the  same  construction  wherever  the  clauses  were  placed ; 
and  placing  them  as  he  just  then  did,  there  would  have  been 
a  joint-tenancy,  during  their  minorities  ;  and  if  one  died  under 
age,  his  or  her  part  would  not  descend,  but  survive  to  the  others, 
and  go  towards  their  maintenance.  This  gave  a  light  to  the  time 
when  the  conveyance  was  to  be  made,  and  for  whose  benefit ; 
for  if  any  died  before  twenty-one,  it  showed  he  or  she  was  not 
intended  to  take,  and  that  the  conveyance  was  to  be  made  at 
a  limited  time,  that  of  their  attaining  twenty-one :  and  if  the 
plaintiff  had  attained  twenty-one  and  died,  and  then  one  of  his 
sisters  had  died  under  twenty-one,  he  thought  the  conveyance  [ArmftroDg  v. 
of  her  share  ought  to  be  made  to  the  heir  of  the  plaintiff,  and  c.  C.lis.]  ^' 
the  surviving  sister,  because,  as  to  the  plaintiff,  the  contingency 
of  survivorship  would  then  be  over. 

10.  In  SL  modern  case  lands  were  devised,  after  an  equitable  Doe  v.  Iron- 
estate  for  life,  to  the  testator's  niece  Sarah ;  for  the  use  of  the  a^j^'sas. 
heirs  of  the  body  of  the  said  Sarah,  lawfully  begotten  or  to  be 
begotten,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  without  any  respect  to 
be  had  or  made  in  regard  to  seniority  of  age  or  priority  of  birth  : 
and  the  Court  of  K.  B.  held,  that  they  took  as  joint-tenants, 
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because  they  were  to  take  together,  without  regard  to  seniority 
of  age  or  priority  of  birth. 

11.  It  has  been  stated  in  a  preceding  chapter,  that  where 
there  are  two  different  dispositions  of  the  same  estate  in  a  will, 
the  two  devisees  shall  take  in  moieties.  And  Mr.  Hargrave  says, 
that  in  some  of  the  old  books,  it  is  said  generally  that  there 
shall  be  a  joint  tenancy;  but  according  to  the  modern  opinion, 
and  it  seems  the  best,  there  will  be  a  joint  tenancy,  or  a  tenancy 
in  common,  according  to  the  words  used  in  limiting  the  two 
estates :  by  which  it  is  meant,  that  if  the  two  estates  given  by 
the  will,  have  the  unity  or  sameness  of  interest  essential  to  a 
joint  tenancy,  the  devisees  shall  be  joint  tenants ;  but  otherwise 
shall  be  tenants  in  common. 

12.  Wherever  a  real  estate  is  devised  to  two  or  more  persons, 
and  there  are  any  words  in  the  will  indicating  an  intention  that 
the  devisees  shall  take  several  and  distinct  shares  in  it,  they  will 
be  tenants  in  common. 

13.  A  person  devised  lands  to  his  wife  for  life,  remainder  to 
A.  B.  and  C.  and  their  heirs  respectively  for  ever.  The  question 
was,  whether  A.  B.  and  C.  were  joint  tenants  or  tenants  in 
common. 

The  Court  held  that  here  was  a  tenancy  in  common  and  that 
it  should  go  throughout,  and  was  not  to  be  divided ;  and  the 
intent  of  the  devisor  appeared  in  the  will,  that  every  one  should 
have  his  part,  and  their  heirs :  so  here  was  a  provision  for 
children ;  and  the  word  respectively  would  be  idle,  if  another  con- 
struction should  be  made,  and  would  signify  no  more  than  what 
the  law  said  without  it. 

14.  One  Lewen  devised  lands  to  his  two  sons,  equally,  and 
their  heirs.  It  was  adjudged  that  the  devisees  took  as  tenants 
in  common;  for  otherwise  the  word  equally  would  have  no 
meaning. 

15.  Lands  were  devised  to  five  persons,  their  heirs  and  as- 
signs, all  of  them  to  have  part  and  part  alike,  and  the  one  to 
have  as  much  as  the  other.  Adjudged  to  be  a  ;enancy  in 
common. 

16«  A  person  devised  a  messuage  with  the  appurtenances 
unto  M.  6.  and  T.  R.,  equally  to  them,  his  sister's  sons. 
Lord  Mansfield  said,  there  was  no  room  for  argument;  equally 
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implied  a  division ;  whereas  if  they  were  to  take  as  joint  tenants, 
there  would  be  no  division. 

17.  [So  a  devise  to  the  testator's  two  daughters,  Jaw«  and  [Lashbrooker. 

*■  .  °  Cock,  2Mer. 

Mary,  of  all  his  right  in  B.  and  C,  between  them,  was  held  to  70. 

constitute  a  tenancy  in  common.]  ner ».  Hone, 

18.  The  words,  "  equally  to  be  divided/'  have  always  been  held  ^  ^*''ioY 
to  create  a  tenancy  in  common  in  a  will,  because  they  imply  a 

division ;  whereas  between  joint  tenants,  there  is  no  division ; 
unless  there  are  other  words  in  the  will,  as  in  some  of  the  pre- 
ceding cases,  that  expressly  give  a  right  of  survivorship. 

19.  A  man  devised  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  decease.  King  v. 

to  his  three  daughters,  equallj/  to  be  divided:  and  if  any  of  them  cro.  Ja.  448. 
died  before  the  other,  then  the  survivors  to  be  her  heirs,  equally 
to  be  divided,  and  if  they  all  died  without  issue,  then  over. 

It  was  held,  that  the  daughters  were  not  joint  tenants,  but 
that  they  had  several  inheritances  in  tail,  with  cross  remainders. 

20.  A  man  devised  lands  to  his  two  sons  and  their  heirs,  and  Biisset  v. 
the  longer  liver  of  them,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them  and  i  g^n^,  226. 
their  heirs,  after  the  death  of  his  wife. 

The  Court  was  of  opinion,  that  the  sons  were  tenants  in  com- 
mon, and  that  the  devise  was  good ;  and  the  reason  was  upon 
the  construction  of  wiUs,  that  it  ought  to  be  according  to  the  in- 
tent of  the  devisor ;  his  intent  appearing  to  be,  not  only  to  pro- 
vide for  his  two  sons,  but  for  their  posterity  :  thiit  not  only  his 
two  sons,  but  their  heirs,  should  have  an  equal  part ;  for  the 
words  were,  "  equally  to  be  divided  between  them  and  their 
heirs."  And  though  by  the  first  words  it  was  given  to  them  and 
the  survivor  of  them,  yet  the  last  words  explained  what  he  in- 
tended by  the  word  "  survivor ;"  that  the  survivor  should  have 
an  equal  division  with  the  heirs  of  him  who  should  die  fii^t. 
And  though  the  testator  had  not  aptly  expressed  himself,  yet 
upon  all  the  words  taken  together,  his  meaning  seemed  to  be  so. 

21.  A  person  devised  two  leasehold  houses  to  J.  P.  and  J.  H.,  Prince  v. 
and  then  said — "  My  will  and  meaning  is,  that  the  rents  of  my  i  Atk.  493. 
two. said  houses  shall  be  equally  shared  and  divided  heiween  them 

the  said  J.  P.  and  J.  H.  as  aforesaid."  It  was  held  by  Lord 
Hardwicke,  that  the  devisees  took  as  tenants  in  common. 

22.  A  person  devised  a  freehold  estate  to  trustees  and  their  Sheppard  v. 
heirs,  in  trust,  to  permit  his  three  sisters  and  their  assigns  to  2Atk.°44i. 

VOL,  VI.  z 
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hold  and  enjoy  the  said  premises,  and  to  receive  the  rents  theie- 
ofy  to  their  sole  and  separate  use ;  and  as  his  said  sisters  should 
severally  die,  he  gave  the  premises  to  their  several  heirs. 

Lord  Hardwicke  held,  that  the  plain  meaning  of  the  virords, 
''  as  they  severally  die/'  &c.  was,  that  the  sisters  should  take  as 
tenants  in  common. 

23.  A  testator  devised  all  his  real  estates  to  trustees,  as  soon 
as  his  three  daughters  should  attain  their  respective  ages  of 
twenty-one,  to  convey  to  them  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  as 

joint  tenants. 

Lord  Hardwicke,  after  observing  that,  on  account  of  the  di- 
rection to  convey,  this  was  an  executory  trust,  in  which  case  the 
Court  assumed  greater  latitude  of  moulding  the  will  according 
to  the  intention  of  the  testator,  gave  his  opinion,  that  the 
daughters  did  not  take  as  joint  tenants ;  but  that  conveyances 
should  be  made  to  them  at  twenty-one  respectively,  in  tail  male, 
with  cross  remainders  in  tail;  by  which  means  survivorship 
would  be  preserved,  upon  the  death  of  any  daughter  without 
issue,  which  was  the  most  that  was  meant  by  joint  tenants. 

24.  J.  S.,  seised  in  possession  of  some  freehold  lands,  and 
entitled  in  reversion  to  others,  made  his  will  in  these  words, — 
'*  Imprimis,  my  mind  and  will  is,  that  all  my  debts  and  funeral 
expenses  be  paid  out  of  my  whole  estate ;  and  whereas  I  am 
entitled  to  divers  freehold  messuages,  lands,  and  tenements  at 
the  decease  of  my  aunt  M.,  I  hereby  give  the  said  premises,  as 
well  as  my  other  estate,  to  A.  B.  and  C.  and  their  heirs,  upon 
trust  that  at  the  decease  of  my  Aunt  M.  what  my  personal  estate 
shall  not  extend  to  pay,  they  shall,  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  any 
part  of  my  real  estate,  raise  so  much  money  as  shall  pay  off  all 
my  just  debts;  and  I  hereby  order,  and  my  mind  is,  that  the 
remainder  of  my  estate  shall  go  to,  and  be  equally  divided 
amongst,  my  three  children,  Dinah,  Frances,  and  Mary,  and  the 
survivor  of  them,  and  their  heirs  for  ever.  And  I  do  hereby 
order  the  guardianship  of  my  son  John,  as  well  as  of  my  other 
said  three  children,  to  my  wife ;  and  will  that  she  shall  educate 
them  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  their  several  estates  and 
fortunes,  given  them,  and  settled  upon  them  by  this  my  will,  or 
otherwise  howsoever." 

Lord  Hardwicke, — "  In  making  a  construction  of  this  will, 
the  testator's  circumstances,  as  to  family  and  estate,  most  be 
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considered.  He  had  one  son  and  three  daughters :  he  had  two 
estates,  one  in  possession^  the  other  in  reversion^  and  intended 
making  a  provision  by  way  of  portion  for  his  three  younger  chil- 
dren. The  question  is,  whether  these  three  daughters  take  as  joint 
tenants,  or  tenants  in  common  ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  they 
each  take  a  separate  share.  Courts  of  law  were  anciently  very 
favourable  to  joint  tenancies,  upon  account  of  the  tenures,  to 
prevent  the  splitting  them  :  but  since  the  abolition  of  tenures, 
even  courts  of  law  have  been  less  favourable  to  them ;  but  courts 
of  equity  always  espouse  tenancies  in  common,  as  being  a  more 
equitable  provision,  and  preventing  the  descent  of,  and  right  to, 
the  estate  depending  upon  an  accident,  that  of  survivorship,  and 
are  still  more  inclined  to  them,  when  the  question  arises  upon 
provisions  for  children,  whereby  an  equality  is  established 
amongst  them.  It  was  said  on  the  one  hand  that  the  word 
''  survivor'^  makes  a  joint  tenancy ;  and  on  the  other  that  the 
words  "equally  to  be  divided,"  should  sever  it,  and  make  a 
tenancy  in  common ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  in  this  case  these 
last  words  must  prevail :  for  it  could  never  be  the  testator's 
intent,  that  if  any  one  of  his  younger  children  should  die  leaving 
children,  such  children  should  have  nothing  at  all ;  but  their 
mother's  share  should  go  to  the  surviving  sisters.  It  was  said 
the  daughters  might  have  severed  the  joint  tenancy ;  but  here 
they  were  under  age  ;  any  one  of  them  might  have  married,  and 
had  children,  and  died  under  age,  before  any  severance  of  the 
joint  tenancy  could  be. 

"  For  the  defendant,  it  was  insisted,  that  the  word  survivor 
should  relate  to  such  as  should  be  living  at  the  death  of  M.  his 
aunt,  because  it  was  then  the  division  must  be  made ;  but  that 
would  not  do,  for  so  the  whole  would  be  suspended,  and  nothing 
vest  till  M.'s  death  ;  which  was  plainly  contrary  to  the  testator's 
intention.  The  words  carried  an  immediate  devise,  after  the 
execution  of  the  trust ;  he  directs  the  rents  and  profits  to  be 
applied  for  their  maintenance,  until  they  attain  twenty  one. 
And  I  therefore  resort  to  the  resolution  in  Blisset  v.  Cranwell,  Ante,  s.  20. 
which  I  think  fully  governs  the  present  case.  It  is  there  said, 
that  the  testator's  intent  of  providing  not  only  for  his  sons,  but 
for  their  posterities,  must  prevail,  and  that  therefore  the  sons 
should  be  tenants  in  common :  this  is  a  good  and  substantial 
reason,  and  not  a  playing  upon  words.    Apply  it  to  the  present 

z  2 
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case.  This  is  a  provision  for  children,  as  well  as  that ;  here  are 
the  words,  *'  equally  to  be  divided,**  as  there  were  there,  and  the 
objection  that  the  survivor  should  take  the  whole,  held  in  that 
case  as  well  as  in  this.  I  take  the  word  ''  heirs"  here  to  relate  to, 
and  the  inheritance  to  be  thereby  fixed  in,  them  all,  and  not  in 
the  survivor.  The  taking  it  in  the  contrary  sense  would  put 
the  inheritance  in  abeyance,  upon  the  known  difierence  between 
a  gift  to  A.  and  B.  and  their  heirs,  which  makes  them  joint 
tenants,  and  fixes  the  inheritance  immediately ;  and  a  gift  to  A. 
and  B.  and  the  heirs  of  the  survivor,  whereby  no  inheritance  is 
fixed  in  either,  but  remains  in  abeyance  until  the  death  of  one 
of  them." 
Roiev.  Hill.  25.  A  person  devised  lands  to  his  five  children,  and  the  sur- 
3  Burr.  1881.     ^ivors  and  survivor  of  them,  and  the  executors  and  administrators 

of  such  survivor,  share  and  share  alike,  as  tenants  in  common, 
and  not  as  joint  tenants,  (a) 

(a)  [In  devises  and  bequests  of  real  as  well  as  of  personal  estate  to  several  persons  as 
tenants  in  common,  words  of  survivorship  are  frequently  so  blended  with  the  words  im- 
porting separate  and  distinct  ownership  among  the  devisees,  that  questions  have  arisen, 
as  to  what  period  those  words  refer,  which  indicate  an  intention  that  Burvivonhip  should 
take  place  among  the  devisees.  In  every  case,  of  course,  the  presumed  intention  of  the 
testator  is  the  guide,  so  far  as  it  can  be  collected ;  and  we  accordingly  find  some  cases 
both  of  real  and  personal  estate,  where  the  words  of  survivorship  have  been  referred  to 
the  death  of  the  testator ;  that  being  the  period  of  division  or  distribution ;  in  wbich  case 
the  devisees  or  legatees  have  been  considered  tenants  in  common  from  that  event,  the 
beneBt  of  survivorship  continuing  only  during  the  testator's  life.  Bindon  v.  Suflblk,  1  P. 
Will.  96.  Barker  v.  Giles,  2  P.  Will.  280.  Stringer  v.  Phillips,  1  £q.  Ca.  Ab.292  pi. 
11.  Trotter  V.  Williams,  Pre.  Ch.  78.  Smith  v.  Horlock,  7  Taunt.  129.  King  v.  Taylor, 
5  Ves.  806 ;  so  in  other  cases  where  the  period  of  distribation  was  not  the  death  of  tks 
testator.  Rose  v.  HiU,  ubi  supra.  Wilson  v.  Bayly,  5  Bro.  P.  C.  388,  3  TomL  Ed. 
195.  Roebuck  v.  Dean,  2  Ves.  Jr.  265.  Perry  v.  Woods,  3  Ves.  205.  Maberiy  v. 
Strode,  3  Ves.  450.  Russell  v.  Long,  4  Ves. 551.  Brown  v.  Biggs,  7  Ves.  279.  Doer. 
Prigg,  8  B.  &  Cress.  231.  and  the  authorities  there  cited.  Garland  v.  Thomas,  1  New 
Rep.  82.  Edwards  v.  Symons,  6  Taunt.  213.  In  the  following  class  the  survivoiship 
was  confined  to  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  Ufe,  Daniell  v.  Daniell,  6  Ves.  297.  Jenour  r. 
Jenour,  10  Ves.  562.  Newton  v.  Ayscough,  19  Ves.  534.  Brown  «.  Kenyon,  3  Mad. 
410.  Crippsv.  Wolcott,  4  Mad.  11.  Pope  v.  Whitcomb,  3  Russ.  124.  Crowderr. 
Stone,  ib.  217.  Da  Costa  v.  Keir,  ib.  360.  In  the  following  the  survivorship  was  re- 
ferred to  the  minority  of  the  devisees  or  legatees,  Hawes  v.  Hawes,  1  Ves*  S.  13.  Mends 
V.  Mendes,  3  Atk.  619.  Earl  of  Salisbury  «.  Lambe,  Amb.  383.  Halifax  v,  Wilson, 
16  Ves.  168.  Bayard  v.  Smith,  14  Ves.  470.  Walker  v.  Main,  1  J.  &  Wal.  1.  Croner 
r.  Fisher,  4  Russ.  398.  In  the  following  case  the  survivorship  was  extended  to  the 
dying  of  the  legatee  or  devisee,  without  leaving  issue,  Shergold  o.  Boone,  13  Ves.  370. 
In  the  cases  of  Armstrong  v.  Eldridge,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  214,  Belt's  £d.  Turkerman  v.  Jeof- 
frys.  Holt's  Rep.  370,  sup.  s.  8,  are  to  be  found  instances  of  the  words  of  se?ertBce 
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It  was  contended  that  this  was  a  tenancy  in  common  among 
the  five  children  for  life ;  with  a  survivorship  to  the  longer  liver 
of  them. 

Lord  Mansfield  said^  that  an  estate  to  more  than  one,  with  a 
benefit  of  survivorship,  was  a  joint  tenancy.  But  here  the  tes- 
tator had  expressly  declared  that  they  should  not  take  as  joint 
tenants.  The  construction  contended  for  was  too  refined  for  the 
testator's  meaning.  He  meant  to  dispose  of  all  his  estate  real 
and  personal,  and  he  meant  to  dispose  of  his  real  estate  among  his 
children^  after  the  death  of  his  wife.  He  used  the  same  words 
in  disposing  of  the  real  estate,  as  he  did  in  disposing  of  the  per- 
sonal, and  they  explained  each  other.  There  were  words  in  the 
will  which  plainly  showed  that  he  meant  his  estate  to  go  to  the 
representatives  of  his  children,  after  their  deaths,  though  he  had 
used  improper  terms.  It  was  plain  that  they  were  not  to  take  as 
joint  tenants ;  and  it  was  plain  to  him,  that  he  considered  that 
several  of  his  five  children  might  happen  to  die  in  his  own  life- 
time, and  therefore  made  a  provision  for  such  of  them  as  should 
survive  him,  and  be  in  existence  at  the  time  when  the  interest 
was  to  vest,  and  their^  representatives.  He  meant  to  prevent  a 
lapse,  and  therefore  the  Court  might  rather  apply  the  words  to  a 
fixed  particular  time,  than  give  no  meaning  at  all  to  them ;  and 
this  was  agreeable  to  the  case  of  Stringer  v.  Phillips.  l  Ab.  £q.  292. 

Mr.  Just.  Wilmot  concurred ;  he  thought  the  true  construction 
to  be,  that  the  words  **  survivors  and  survivor''  were  inserted  in 
order  to  prevent  the  consequence  of  any  lapse,  by  any  of  the 
testator^s  children  dying  in  his  own  lifetime.  He  meant  his  chil- 
dren to  be  all  equal ;  and  if  one  only  or  more  should  survive  the 
rest,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  the  clause  meant,  that  the  share  or 
shares  of  such  survivor  or  survivors  should  go  to  them,  and  their 
representatives ;  but  he  could  never  mean  to  exclude  the  children 
of  any  of  his  children,  who  should  leave  any.  This  will  gave  the 
absolute  fee  to  all,  as  tenants  in  common,  for  '*  executors'*  was 
equivalent  to  '^  heirs"  in  a  will. 

Mr.  Just.  Yates,  who  tried  the  cause,  concurred ;  the  testa- 

yieldiiig  to  the  general  intention  that  the  devisees  shoold  take  as  joint  tenants.  The  later 
case  of  Jones  v.  Randal] » 1  Jac.  &  Wal.  so  closely  resembles  that  of  Armstrong  v.  £ld« 
lidge,  that  it  is  not  easy  to  reconcile  them.  In  Jones  v.  Randall,  the  words  of  severance 
were  held  to  govern  the  construction.  The  greater  part  of  the  above  cases  will  be  found 
arranged  and  discussed  in  2  Rop.  Leg.  pp.  334  to  357.  £d.  1828.] 
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tor's  intention  being  as  plain  as  it  could  be,  having  said  that  his 
[Doe  v.  Prigg.    children  should  take  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  te- 

8  Bar.  &  Cres. 

231.]  nants ;  and  the  word  survivor  should  not  destroy  and  control 

this  plain  intention. 
The  Court  were  unanimous  that  it  was  a  tenancy  in  common 

in  fee ;  and  that  the  words  ''  survivors  and  survivor"  related  to 

the  death  of  the  testator. 
Garland  v.  26.  R.  Clarke  devised  his  estate  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to 

rC"i  Pd.    the  use  of  the  testator's  nieces,  Susan  Clarke.  Eliz.  Garland,  and 
N.  R.  b2.         ^jj^  Corry,  and  the  survivor  and  survivors  of  them,  and  the 

heirs  of  the  body  of  such  survivor  and  survivors,  as  tenants  in 

common  and  not  as  joint  tenants ;  and  for  want  of  such  issue, 

remainder  over. 

Upon  a  case  sent  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  for  the  opinion 

of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  the  Judges  of  that  Court  certified 

that  the  devisees  took  as  tenants  in  common. 
Tit  18.  c.  1.  27.  It  has  been  stated  that  two  persons  may  have  an  estate 

in  joint  tenancy,  for  their  lives,  and  be  tenants  in  common  of  the 
'  inheritance.    These  estates  may  be  created  by  will,  as  well  aa 

by  deed. 
Barker  V.Giles,      28.  A  pcrson  devised  an  estate  to  be  sold  for  the  payment  of 
fifrker  »!*^^^*  debts  and  legacies;  and  directed  that  the  surplus  of  the  money 
Smith,  s.  C.      should  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  to  be  settled  to  the 

9  Mod.  157.  -    -  ...  1  1    1 

use  of  the  testators  two  nephews,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  and 
their  heirs,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them,  share  and  share 
alike.  The  question  was,  whether  these  words  created  a  joint 
tenancy,  or  a  tenancy  in  common. 

Lord  King  said,  it  was  a  certain  rule,  in  the  exposition  of  wills 
especially,  that  every  word  should  have  its  effect,  and  not  be 
rejected,  if  any  construction  could  possibly  be  put  upon  it,  and 
here  he  thought  there  might  The  first  part  of  the  devise  being 
to  two,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  made  them  plainly  joint  tenants 
for  life,  and  therefore  they  should  be  so  taken  ;  and  then,  as  to 
the  next  words — *^  and  to  their  heirs  equally  to  be  divided  be- 
tween  them,  share  and  share  alike,"  these  were  plainly  words 
importing  a  tenancy  in  common,  and  should  operate  accordingly, 
so  as  to  make  them  tenants  in  common  of  the  inheritance; 
by  which  construction  of  the  will  every  word  would  take 
place. 
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A  decree  was  made  accoitlingly ;  which  was  affinaed  by  the  ^.^"•J"'* 
House  of  Lords,  (a) 

29.  With  respect  to  the  words  by  which  cross  remainders  are  What  words 
expressly  created  in  a  will,  they  are  of  course  the  same  as  those  lemainders. 
which  are  used  for  that  purpose  in  a  deed.     But  cross  remainders  ^^or^e  v.  Bar- 

.„,.,.,.  -,  ,  .,  ,      ton.  Coop.  257. 

may  arise  in  a  will,  by  implication  of  law,  where  it  appears  to 
have  been  the  intention  of  the  testator  that  there  should  be  cross 
remaiuders. 

30.  A.  having  issue  five  sons,  his  wife  being  ensient  with  the  Cloche's  Case, 
Sixth,  devised  two-thirds  of  his  lands  to  his  four  younger  sons,  pi.  20. 

and  the  child  in  ventre  matris,  if  it  was  a  son,  and  their  heirs ; 
and  if  they  all  died  without  issue  male  of  their  bodies,  or  any 
of  them,  that  the  land  should  revert  to  the  right  heirs  of  the 
devisor. 

It  was  adjudged  that  the  younger  sons  were  tenants  in  tail, 
with  cross  remainders  to  each  of  them ;  for  it  was  clearly  the 
intention  of  the  testator  that  no  part  of  the  estate  devised 
should  revert  to  the  heirs  of  the  devisor,  as  long  as  any  issue 
remained  of  any  of  his  younger  sons. 

31.  A  man  having  two  sons,  devised  part  of  his  lands  to  one  Chadockv. 
of  them  and  his  heirs,  and  the  remaining  part  to  the  other  Cro.  Ja.  695. 
and  his  heirs  :  and  added  this  item ; — '^  I  will  that  the  survivor  of 

them  shall  be  heir  to  the  other,  if  either  of  them  die  without 
issue." 

Adjudged  that  they  were  tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with 
cross  remainders. 

32.  A  testator  devised  in  these  words, — *'  I  give  all  my  lands  Holmes «. 

in  M.  to  my  two  daughters,  Elizabeth  and  Ann,  and  their  heirs,  x  Raym.  452. 
equally  to  be  divided  between  them ;  and  in  case  they  happen  2  Show.  135. 
to  die  without  issue,  then  I  give  and  devise  all  the  said  lands  to 
my  nephew." 

Adjudged  that  the  two  daughters  took  estates  tail,  with  cross 
remainders. 

33.  [In  the  case  of  Green  v.  Stephens  the  devise  was  to  the  12  Ves.  4 19. 

17  IK  RA 

first  and  other  sons  of  the  testator's  nephew,  John  Stephens  in 
tail  male,  and  in  default  of  such  issue  then  to  the  daughter  and 

(a)  [For  the  cases  of  bequests  of  personal  estate  to  legatees  as  tenants  in  common, 
see  2  Roper's  Leg.  329.  356.  ed.  1828.  See  also  Lushington  v,  Sewell,  1  Sim.  435. 
475.] 
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daughters  of  the  said  John  Stephens,  her  and  their  heirs  for 
ever  as  tenants  in  common ;  and  for  want  of  such  issue,  then  to 
the  testator's  three  nieces  and  their  several  and  respective  heirs 
for  ever  as  tenants  in  common :  and  for  want  of  such  issue  to 
the  testator's  right  heirs.  The  testator  then  directed  certain 
lands  to  be  sold  and  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  be 
converted  into  money,  and  the  produce  to  be  invested  in  the 
purchase  of  lands ;  and  when  purchased  he  directed  the  lands 
should  be  settled  to  the  uses,  8ic.  as  he  had  before  settled  bis 
lands.  The  lands  were  not  purchased,  and  the  question  was 
whether  the  money  belonged  to  the  heir  in  tail  of  the  surviving 
niece  (the  other  two  nieces  having  died  without  issue)  or  one- 
third  to  him  and  the  other  two-thirds  to  the  devisee  of  the  re- 
mainder man :  this  depended  on  the  question  whether  the  testa- 
tor's direction  to  lay  out  the  personal  estate  in  land  should  have 
been  executed  by  raising  cross  remainders.  Lord  Eldon  decided 
that  it  should  :  his  Lordship  observed  that  conceiving  the  inten- 
[DoevJenkiDs,  tion  of  the  will  to  be  for  cross  remainders  among  the  daughters 
Livesay  v.  *  ^^  ^^  nephew,  he  could  not  think  that  the  testator  had  not  the 
Harding,  same  intention  with  regard  to  his  nieces.    There  was  nothing  to 

656.]  distinguish  them  except  the  word  respective,  which,  upon  the 

authorities  he  had  last  mentioned,  did  not  make  a  distinction 
upon  which  judicial  construction  should  turn.] 

34.  The  implication  must,  however,  be  a  necessary  one;  for 
otherwise,  cross  remainders  will  not  be  raised,  even  between  two 
persons,  without  words  creating  a  necessary  implication. 
Comber  V.Hill,       35.  Richard  Holden  devised  lands  to  his  erandson  Richard 

2  Stra*  969* 

Holden,  and  grand-daughter  Ann  Holden,  equally  to  be  di- 
vided, and  to  the  heirs  of  their  respective  bodies ;  and  for  de- 
fault of  such  issue,  to  another  person.  It  was  determined  that 
there  were  no  cross  remainders  between  Richard  and  Ann  Hoi* 
den,  because  there  were  no  express  words,  nor  any  necessary 
implication  to  raise  them;  for  the  mere  words  ''  and  for  default 
of  such  issue,"  being  relative  to  what  went  before,  only  meant, 
and  for  default  of  heirs  of  their  respective  bodies ;  and  then  it 
was  no  more  than  if  it  had  been  a  devise  of  a  moiety  to  Richard 
and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and  of  the  other  moiety  to  Elizabeth 
and  the  heirs  of  her  body,  and  for  default  of  heirs  of  their  re- 
spective bodies,  remainder  over,  in  which  case  there  could  be  no 
doubt. 
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36.  John  Owen  being  seised  in  fee  of  two  messuages,  devised  Dmnport  v. 
them  to  bis  wife  for  ber  life,  and  after  ber  decease,  to  bis  son  and  i  Atk.  579. 
daughter  John  and  Margaret,  to  be  equally  divided  between 

them,  and  the  several  and  respective  issues  of  their  bodies,  and  [See  Green  v. 
for  want  of  such  issue,  to  bis  wife  in  fee.     Lord  Hardwicke  was  infm.] 
of  opinion  that  this  will  was  not  so  penned  as  to  create  cross 
remainders,  which  not  being  favoured  by  the  law,  could  only  be  ^^* 
raised  by  an  implication  absolutely  necessary ;  and  that  was  not  l  East,  229.] 
the  case  here,  for  the  words  several  and  respective  effectually 
disjoined  the  title. 

37.  It  was,  however,  laid  down  by  the  Judges,  in  the  reign  of  Formerlynot 
King  Charles  I.,  that  cross  remainders  should  not  be  implied  more  than  two. 
between  more  than  two  persons.    And  the  late  Mr.  Serjeant 

Williams  has  observed,  that  this  doctrine  was  established  for  two 

reasons ;  one  was,  to  prevent  as  well  the  confusion  which  it  was  i  Sannden, 

'        r  Rep.  186.  a. 

said  would  follow  from  the  division  of  an  estate  atnong  many,  as  n.  & 
the  uncertainty  which  would  arise,  whether  the  surviving  shares 
should  vest  in  them  as  joint  tenants,  or  tenants  in  common,  and 
for  what  estate.    The  other,  which  was  a  technical  reason,  was 
to  avoid  the  splitting  of  tenures. 

38.  A  person  having  three  sons,  and  being  seised  of  three  Gilbert  v. 
houses,  devised  a  house  to  each  son  and  bis  heirs ;  with  a  pro-  655. 
viso,  that  if  all  his  said  children  should  die  without  issue  of  their 

bodies  begotten,  that  then  all  his  said  messuages  should  remain 
over,  and  be  to  his  wife  and  her  heirs. 

It  was  adjudged  that  these  words  did  not  create  cross  remain- 
ders between  the  sons  ;  but  that  on  the  death  of  any  one  of  them 
without  issue,  his  house  should  go  over  to  his  mother.  And  Mr. 
Just.  Doddridge  said,  that  although  in  a  devise  to  two  persons, 
there  might  be  cross  remainders,  by  implication,  yet  that  in  a 
devise  to  three,  cross  remainders  should  never  be  implied,  on 
account  of  the  uncertainty  and  inconvenience. 

39.  In  a  subsequent  case  Lord  Hale  said,  that  cross  remain-  Cole  v. 
ders  should  not  be  created  between  three  persons,  unless  the  i  veat.  224. 
words  of  the  will  plainly  proved  the  intent  of  the  testator  to  have 

been  so ;  as  if  Blackacre  were  devised  to  A.,  Whiteacre  to  B., 
and  Greenacre  to  C,  and  if  they  should  all  die  without  issue  of 
their  bodies,  vel  alterius  eorum,  then  cross  remainders  would  be 
allowed. 

40.  A  person  devised  to  his  four  sisters  and  a  niece  for  their  Peny  v.  White, 

'^  Cowp.  777. 
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lives,  share  and  share  alike,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as 
joint  tenants,  remainder  to  their  sons  successively  in  tail  male, 
remainder  to  their  daughters  in  tail,  the  reversion  to  bis  own 
right  heirs. 

Lord  Mansfield  said,  that  wherever  cross  remainders  were  to 
be  raised  by  implication  between  two,  and  no  more,  the  pre- 
sumption was  in  favour  of  cross  remainders;  where  they  were  to 
be  raised  between  more  than  two,  there  the  presumption  was 
against  cross  remainders;  but  that  presumption  might  be  an* 
swered  by  circumstances  of  plain  and  manifest  intention  either 
way.  This  was  a  qualification  of  the  rule  laid  down  in  former 
cases ;  for  they  seemed  to  say  that  there  should  not  be  cross 
remainders  between  more  than  two ;  but  the  true  rule  was  to 
take  it  with  the  qualification  above  stated.  Here  the  presump- 
tion was  against  cross  remainders,  and  judgment  was  given  that 
there  were  no  cross  remainders. 

41*  In  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Cooper,  which  has  been  stated  in  a 
former  chapter,  Mr.  Just.  Lawrence  observed,  that  the  principal 
part  of  the  plaintiff's  argument  was  founded  upon  the  raising  of 
cross  remainders,  by  implication,  between  the  issue  of  Richard 
Cook.  But  it  was  a  settled  rule  that  they  should  not  be  im- 
plied between  more  than  two,  unless  such  appeared  upon  the 
face  of  the  will  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  testator:  but 
no  such  intent  appeared  in  that  case,  from  the  words  of  the  will ; 
nor  could  it  be  implied  merely  from  the  circumstance  that  the 
remainder  over  was  not  to  take  effect  but  upon  the  dying  of 
Richard  Cook  without  leaving  issue. 

42.  This  doctrine  has  been  somewhat  altered  in  modem 
times ;  for  it  has  been  lately  held,  that  where  there  are  no  words 
to  sever  the  title,  cross  remainders  shall  be  implied ;  and  that 
the  presumption  against  cross  remainders,  between  more  than  two 
persons,  may  be  answered  by  circumstances  of  plain  intention. 

43.  A  devise  was  in  these  words, — '^  To  the  use  of  all  and 
every  the  daughter  and  daughters  of  the  body  of  P.  H.,  and  to 
the  heirs  of  her  and  their  body  and  bodies  lawfully  issuing; 
such  daughters,  if  more  than  one,  to  take  as  tenants  in  common, 
and  not  as  joint  tenants ;  and  for  default  of  such  issue,  to  the 
right  heirs  of  the  devisor." 

There  were  two  daughters ;  and  one  of  them  having  died  an 
infant,  the  question  was,  whether  her  sister  became  entitled  to 
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her  moiety.  On  a  case  being  sent  Out  of  the  Court  of  Chancery^ 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  K.  B.^  the  certifi- 
cate was, — "  There  are  no  words  in  the  instrument  which  inti- 
mate any  intention  to  limit  over  the  respective  shares  of  the  two 
daughters  dying  without  heirs  of  their  bodies  respectively ;  on 
the  contrary^  the  limitation  over  is  of  the  whole  estate  to  all  the 
daughters,  and  is  to  take  place  on  the  express  contingency  of 
failure  of  all  and  every  the  daughter  and  daughters^  and  the 
heirs  of  their  body  and  bodies ;  and  the  limitation  over  on  de- 
fault of  such  issue,  is  to  the  heir  at  law.  Consequently  we  are 
of  opinion,  that  as  nothing  is  given  to  the  heir  at  law,  whilst 
any  of  the  daughters  or  their  issue  continue,  they  must,  among 
themselves,  take  cross  remainders." 

44.  A  person,  after  devising  to  bis  sons  in  succession  for  life,  l>oe  «.  Bur- 

villo  cited 

with  remainder  to  the  heirs  male  of  their  bodies,  remainder  to  2£a8t,  R.  47. 
the  heirs  female  of  their  bodies,  devised  to  the  use  of  all  and 
every  his  daughter  and  daughters,  as  tenants  in  common,  and 
not  as  joint  tenants,  and  to  the  heirs  of  her  and  their  body  and 
bodies  issuing,  with  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  his  brother  Abra- 
ham for  ever.    Lord  Mansfield  said,  the  question  was,  whether 
the  intent  was  so  plain  as  that  it  could  not  be  effectuated  with- 
out giving  cross  remainders ;  and  the  Court  thought  that  it  was 
plain  and  unavoidable  to  give  cross  remainders.    The  testator 
had  three  sons,  to  each  of  whom  he  gave  several  estates  in  tail. 
His  plan  was  to  follow  the  course  of  descent  by  preferring  even 
the  female  line  of  each  of  his  sons  (in  failure  of  the  male)  before 
his  other  sons  and  their  male  line,  and  before  his  own  daughters* 
He  thought  the  coming  to  his  daughters  a  remote  contingency, 
he  therefore  made  use  of  the  words,  daughter  and  daughters; 
all  and  every;  if  two  or  more;  supposing  that  the  number  might 
be  reduced  before  they  might  become  entitled.    He  took  for 
granted  that  a  remainder  to  his  brother  Abraham,  who  was  alive 
when  he  made  the  will,  could  not  take  place  till  failure  of  his 
own  issue ;  therefore  he  limited  the  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  his 
brother  Abraham,  supposing  it  not  likely  to  happen  in*his  time. 
He  also  limited  the  remainder  in  the  singular  number;  con- 
ceiving it  could  not  take  effect  till  the  death  of  the  last  daughter 
without  issue.    **  We  think  these  words  are  equivalent  to  an  ex« 
press  declaration  that  there  shall  be  cross  remainders.   In  all  the 
limitations  the  female  line  of  each  son  must  fail,  before  the  male 
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line  of  the  other  sons  shall  take ;  and  all  must  fail  before 
the  daughters  could  take :  then  it  would  be  absurd  to  suppose 
that  he  meant  to  devise  over  the  shares  of  any  of  his  own 
daughters  dying,  from  the  rest,  when  he  had  not  done  so 
by  his  sons'  daughters ;  or  that  he  should  have  given  to  the 
heirs  of  his  brother  the  share  of  one  of  his  own  daughters  dying, 
while  any  of  them  was  left :  for  if  Abraham  had  no  children, 
then  the  daughters  would  be  his  heirs.  Therefore  we  think  he 
has  given  all  his  daughters  the  estate,  with  cross  remainders,  as 
fully  as  if  he  had  given  them  in  the  most  express  words." 

MaSsddi  '^^'  ^'  Pbipard  devised  an  estate  to  his  brothers  William  and 

Cowp.  797.  John,  and  his  sister  Elizabeth,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  as 
tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants ;  and  for  want  of 
such  issue,  to  his  own  right  heirs  for  ever. 

Upon  a  case  sent  out  of  Chancery  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges  of  the  Court  of  K.  B.,  whether  there  were  cross  re- 
mainders created  by  the  will ;  Lord  Mansfield  said,  the  reason 
given  in  the  old  cases  against  raising  cross  remainders,  namely, 
to  prevent  the  splitting  of  freeholds,  had  not  very  great  weight 
at  the  time  it  was  given,  and  certainly  had  none  then.  To  be 
sure  where  they  were  to  be  raised  between  two,  and  no  more, 
the  favourable  presumption  was  in  support  of  cross  remainders  ; 
where  between  more  than  two,  the  presumption  was  against 
them ;  but  the  intention  of  the  testator  might  defeat  the  pre- 

Ante,t.36.      sumption  in  either  case.     In  Davenport  v.  Oldis,  where  the 

question  was,  whether  cross  remainders  should  be  raised  between 
two  only,  Lord  Hardwicke,  by  way  of  general  observation,  laid 
it  down  that  the  words,  in  default  of  such  issue,  should  not 
merely  in  themselves  create  cross  remainders.    But  since  that 

Ante,  s.  43.  time,  in  the  case  of  Wright  v.  Holford,  the  Court  went  ex- 
pressly on  the  distinction  of  there  being  no  words,  such  as  re- 
spectively, to  sever  the  title ;  but  that  the  limitation  over  being, 
in  default  of  all  the  issues,  the  rule  of  construction  laid  down, 
as  between  two,  should  prevail.  That  case,  therefore,  upon 
full  consideration,  says,  that  these  words  should  lay  such  a 
foundation  as  to  create  cross  remainders ;  and  in  general  he  be- 
lieved that  in  devises  of  this  kind  the  intention  of  the  testator 
was  in  favour  of  cross  remainders ;  but  there  must  be  some 
circumstances  manifesting  such  intention.  In  the  present  case 
the  testator  had  two  brothers  and  a  sister  -,  if  he  meant  his  es- 


nUe  XXXVIII.  Devise.  Ch.  XV.  s.  45—46.  349 

tate  should  have  gone  to  his  heir  at  law,  there  was  no  occasion 
to  make  a  will;  therefore  it  was  clear  he  did  not  mean  his 
brother  John  should  take  it  as  his  heir^  or  that  Vi^illiam  should 
do  so;  but  he  meant  that  his  sister  should  be  equally  an  object 
of  his  bounty.     It  was  clear  that  he  meant  no  division  should 
take  place,  to  create  an  inequality  between  them,  till  a  failure  of 
the  heirs  of  all  their  bodies.     He  therefore  began  with  a  dispo- 
sition tbus^ — "  As  to  all  my  temporal  estate,  I  give  my  lands  to 
my  two  brothers  and  my  sister,  and  to  the  heirs  of  their  bodies 
lawfully  begotten.''    These  were  the  words  of  an  ignorant  man, 
and  the  will  was  inaccurately  drawn,  for  there  could  not  be  a 
limitation  to  two  brothers  and  a  sister,  and  to  the  heirs  of  their 
three  bodies ;  the  Court  therefore  must  mould  them  as  near  to 
the  intent  of  the  testator  as  they  could.    The  lands,  he  said, 
were  equally  to  be  enjoyed  by  his  brothers  and  sister,  and  the 
heirs  of  their  bodies :  it  was  impossible  to  have  expressed  his 
intention,  that  his  sister  should  take  equally  with  his  brothers, 
more  plainly.    He  meant  his  estate  should  continue  fettered 
with  an  entail,  as  long  as  the  existence  of  the  persons  then  in 
being,  and  their  issue;  and  that  his  heir  at  law  should  take 
nothing,  till  after  that  entail  was  determined :  whereas  if  the 
construction  were  to  be  that  the  heir  at  law  should  take  upon 
the  failure  of  issue  of  any  one,  the  elder  or  the  younger  brother, 
as  the  case  might  happen,  would  then  take  a  fee  in  the  share  of 
the  deceased  brother  or  sister,  and  so  create  an  inequality,  which 
the  testator  never  intended  to  make.     For  it  was  limited  to  them 
and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  and  "  for  want  of  such  issue" ; "  want 
of  issue"  there  plainly  meant  issue  of  all  of  them ;  how  could  it 
then  be  executed  but  by  raising  cross  remainders.     It  seemed  to 
be  as  strong  a  case  as  that  of  Wright  v.  Holford. 

The  other  Judges  concurred,  and  the  Court  certified  that  there 
were  cross  remainders. 

46.  A  person  devised  to  all  and  every  the  daughter  and  Atbertono. 
daughters  of  the  body  of  his  daughter  Martha,  and  the  heirs  ^y«»*TennR. 
male  of  the  body  of  such  daughter  or  daughters,  equally  between 
them ;  if  more  than  one,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint 
tenants ;  and  for  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  he  gave  and  de- 
vised all  his  said  premises  unto  his  right  heirs  for  ever. 

Upon  a  case  sent  out  of  Chancery  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges  of  the  Court  of  K.  B.,  Lord  Kenyon  said,  that  as  be- 
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tween  two  only,  it  should  be  presamed  that  cross  remainders 
were  intended  to  be  raised ;  but  if  there  were  more  than  two,  it 
was  necessary  to  resort  to  other  words  in  the  will  to  discover  an 
intention  to  raise  cross  remainders  :  but  here  there  was  no  doubt, 
from  the  words  of  the  limitation  over,  but  that  the  devisor  in- 
tended to  raise  cross  remainders  between  the  grand-daughters. 
The  testator  clearly  intended  that  the  whole  should  go  together, 
whereas  if  no  cross  remainders  were  raised  between  the  grand- 
daughterSy  it  would  go  to  the  right  heirs  by  separate  portions,  on 
the  death  of  each  grand-daughter. 

Mr.  Just.  BuUer  said,  this  was  a  stronger  case  for  raising 
cross  remainders  than  that  of  Phipard  v.  Mansfield ;  for  here, 
besides  the  words,  for  default  of  such  issue,  namely,  issue  of  all 
of  them,  the  devise  over  was  of  all  the  testator's  estates ;  now 
they  could  not  all  go  together  but  by  making  cross  remainders 
between  the  grand-daughters. 

The  Court  certified  that  the  daughters  of  Martha  took  estates 
in  tail  male,  with  cross  remainders. 

47.  It  is  observable  that  the  words  several  and  respective 
were  relied  upon  in  the  cases  of  Comber  v.  Hill,  and  Davenport 
V.  Oldis,  to  show  that  the  limitation  over  was  to  take  place 
upon  failure  of  either  of  the  daughters  and  their  issue  respec- 
tively ;  but  in  the  following  case,  cross  remainders  were  raised 
by  implication,  notwithstanding  the  use  of  the  word  respective. 

48.  A  person  devised  an  estate  to  all  and  every  the  younger 
children  of  Mary  Foxon,  begotten  or  to  be  begotten ;  if  more 
than  one,  equally  to  be  divided  among  them,  and  to  the  heirs  of 
their  respective  body  and  bodies,  to  hold  as  tenants  in  common 
and  not  as  joint  tenants ;  and  if  the  said  Mary  Foxon  should 
have  only  one  child,  then  to  such  only  child,  and  to  the  heirs  of 
his  or  her  body  lawfully  issuing ;  and  for  want  of  such  issue,  he 
gave  and  devised  the  said  premises  to  C.  N. 

The  question  was,  whether  cross  remainders  were  raised  be- 
tween the  younger  children  of  Mary  Foxon. 

Lord  Kenyon  said,  that  where  cross  remainders  were  to  be 
raised  by  implication  between  two,  and  no  more,  the  presumption 
was  in  favour  of  cross  remainders;  where  they  were  to  be  raised 
between  more  than  two,  the  presumption  was  against  them; 
but  that  presumption  might  be  answered  by  circumstances  of 
plain  and  manifest  intention,  either  way.     Whatever  was  decla- 
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ratory  of  the  intention  of  the  party,  he  took  to  be  expressed ;  no 
technical  words  were  necessary  to  convey  an  intention,  but  if 
taking  the  whole  instrument  together  there  was  no  doubt  of  the 
party's  meaning,  the  Couit  arrived  at  the  conclusion.  Now 
here  the  testator  set  out  with  devising  all  his  farm,  &c.  to  his 
daughter  and  grand-daughter  for  their  lives,  remainder  after  the 
death  of  the  survivor,  to  all  and  evei^  the  younger  children  of 
Mary  Foxon ;  if  more  than  one,  equally  to  be  divided  amongst 
them,  and  the  heirs  of  their  respective  body  and  bodies,  as  te* 
nants  in  common  ;  and  if  only  one  child,  then  to  such  only  child 
and  the  heirs  of  his  or  her  body,  &c. ;  and  for  want  of  such 
issue,  he  gave  and  devised  the  said  premises  to  his  son  in  law 
C.  N.  What  he  meant  by  the  said  premises  was  evident,  and 
could  not  have  been  rendered  clearer  by  saying  all  the  said  pre* 
mises,  though  it  might  have  served  to  multiply  words.  Then, 
after  several  limitations,  and  for  want  of  such  issue,  he  proceeded 
to  divide  the  estate  into  thirds,  to  go  to  different  persons :  till 
then  the  entirety  of  the  estate  was  to  be  preserved,  and  all  was 
to  go  over  at  the  same  time.  But  great  stress  was  laid  upon  the 
word  respective,  as  disjoining  the  title;  and  the  authority  of 
Lord  Hardwicke  was  referred  to  in  the  cases  mentioned.  No 
person  regarded  what  fell  from  that  great  Judge  with  more  re- 
verence than  he  did  ;  but  it  was  unworthy  of  his  great  learning 
and  ability  to  lay  such  stress  as  he  was  stated  to  have  done  on 
the  word  respective,  (a)  Creating  a  tenancy  in  common  divided 
the  title  as  much,  whether  the  word  respective  was  used  or  not ; 
and  as  to  what  might  have  been  said  by  other  Judges  with 
reference  to  the  opinion  delivered  in  Comber  v.  Hill,  and  Da- 
venport V.  Oldis ;  in  subsequent  cases,  where  the  word  respective 
did  not  occur,  feeling  themselves  right  on  the  principle  on  which 
they  proceeded,  it  was  not  to  be  wondered  at  that  they  were  de* 
sirous  of  relieving  their  own  minds  from  the  weight  of  Lord 
Hardwicke's  opinion,  that  there  was  a  distinction  between  the 
cases,  in  the  omission  of  that  word,  on  which  he  so  much  re- 
lied ;  but  it  was  too  much  to  infer  from  thence  that  those  Judges 
therefore  approved  of  his  opinion,  or  that  their  judgments  were 

(a)  [Upon  the  effect  of  the  word  "respective/'  see  Lord  Eldon's opinion  in  Green  v. 
Stephens,  17  Ves.  78.  namely,  that  the  cases  which  have  founded  themselves  on  the 
distinction  of  that  word  must  now  be  considered  as  having  been  overruled ;  Lord 
Kenyon  and  Lord  Mansfield,  both  dissenting  from  the  case  of  Lord  Hardwicke.] 
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Ante,  8. 46.        governed  solely  by  that  consideration.     In  the  case  of  Atherton 

t;.  Pye,  the  devise  oyer,  in  default  of  such  issue,  was  of  a// the 
testator's  said  lands ;  and  stress  was  laid  by  some  of  the  Judges 
on  the  word  all,  in  support  of  raising  cross  remainders  between 
the  issue;  he  would  not  say  by  implication,  but  by  what  the 
Judges  collected  to  be  the  intention  of  the  testator.    But  the 
word  all  was  not  decisive  in  that  case,  and  in  truth  made  no  dif- 
ference in  the  sense ;  for  a  devise  over  of  the  said  premises,  or 
the  premises,  or  all  the  said  premises,  meant  exactly  the  same 
thing.     Admitting,  therefore,  the  general  rule,  that  the  pre- 
sumption was  not  in  favour  of  raising  cross  remainders  by  impli- 
cation between  more  than  two,  still  that  was  upon  the  supposition 
that  nothing  appeared  to  the  contrary,  from  the  apparent  inten- 
tion of  the  testator.    He  had  no  doubt  here  but  that  the  testator 
intended  to  give  cross  remainders  among  the  issue  of  Mary 
Fozon.    The  devise  over  of  the  premises  meant  all  the  premises; 
he  intended  that  all  the  estate  should  go  over  at  the  same  time. 
He  thought  Lord  Mansfield's  quarrel  with  Davenport  v.  Oldis 
was  well  founded,  and  he  agreed  with  the  cases  of  Wright  v. 
Holford,  and  Phipard  v.  Mansfield ;  and  he  could  not  distinguish 
this  case  from  those.     He  was  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testator  was  the  polar  star  by  which  the  Court 
should  be  guided  in  the  construction  of  wills,  where  no  law  wstf 
infringed  :  and  here  the  intention  was  clear  to  give  cross  re- 
mainders. 

The  other  Judges  concurred,  and  judgment  was  given  accord- 
ingly. 
Doe  V.  Webb,  49.  A  person  devised  her  estate  in  remainder,  after  giving 
^^^  '  several  preceding  estates  to  her  three  daughters  Frances,  Mary, 
and  Arabella,  and  to  the  heirs  of  their  bodies  respeciivefy,  as 
tenants  in  common ;  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  she  gave  the 
same  to  her  own  right  heirs  for  ever. 

The  Court  of  C.  P.  held,  that  cross  remainders  were  created 
between  the  three  daughters ;  and  that  wherever  it  appeared  to 
Iloe  V.Clayton,  be  the  intention  of  a  testator,  that  the  whole  of  his  estate  should 
1  Dow'  384.  go  over  together,  upon  the  failure  of  issue  of  more  than  two 
C^perrJoncs,  tenants  in  common,  cross  remainders  shall  be  implied  between 
425.  them  in  the  mean  time,  in  order  to  eftectuate  that  mtent. 
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CHAP.  XVI. 

Construction — What  words  create  a  Condition,  make  Lands 
liable  to  Debts,  and  enable  Persona  to  sell  Lands. 

Sect.    1.  Wh^t  WanUcretUea  Condi-  i  Sect.  18.  The  same  Words  extend  to 


tion. 

4.  Where  construed  a  lAmitti'- 
tion. 

7.  What  Words  make  Lands 
Uable  to  debts  and  Lega- 
cies, 


Copyholds. 
21.  Legacies    not  preferred    to 

specific  Devises. 
24.  What  Words  enabU  Persons 

to  sell  Lands, 


Section  L 

With  respect  to  the  words  that  are  necessary  to  make  a  devise  What  words 
conditional,  it  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke,  that  many  words  in  a  ^^  *  ^^  *" 
will  make  a  condition  in  law,  that  make  no  condition  in  a  deed ;  i  Inst.  236.  b. 
as  a  devise  of  lands  to  an  executor  ad  vendendum.    So  if  lands 
be  devised  to  one  ad  solvendum,  20/.  to  J.  S.,  or  paying  20/.  to 
J.  S»,  this  amounts  to  a  condition. 

2.  A  person  seised  of  lands,  and  having  issue  two  daughters,  Crickmere  v. 
devised  to  the  eldest  and  her  heirs,  that  she  should  pay  to  her  cro.  Eliz.  146, 
youngest  sister  yearly  30/. 

The  question  was,  if  this  was  a  condition,  and  all  the  Justices 
held  that  it  was;  for  so  was  the  intent  of  the  devisor:  and 
otherwise  the  younger  sister  had  no  remedy  for  the  rent  Wray 
and  Gawdy  held,  that  if  the  words  were,  paying  thirty  pounds  to 
her  sister,  this  clearly  was  a  condition ;  and  so  ea  intentione,  or 
adeffectum;  and  the  testator's  intent  appearing,  the  law  should 
80  adjudge  it;  and  the  [younger  daughter  might  enter  into  the 
moiety. 

3.  It  has  been  already  observed,  that  even  in  a  deed  there  xit  32.  c.  25. 
were  no  precise  technical  terms  required  to  make  a  condition, 
precedent,  or  subsequent :  a  rule  which  may  be  applied  more 
generally  and  fully  to  the  case  of  a  will.    And  it  has  been  also 
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stated,  in  a  preceding  title,  that  in  general,  adverbs  of  time  are 
construed  only  to  denote  the  period  when  an  estate  in  remainder 
is  to  vest  in  interest,  and  do  not  create  a  condition  precedent ; 
and  all  the  cases  on  this  point  will  be  found  there. 

4.  In  consequence  of  the  doctrine,  that  no  person  but  the  heir 
can  enter  for  a  condition  broken,  it  has  long  been  established 
that  a  devise  to  the  heir  at  law  of  the  testator,  upon  a  condition, 
shall  be  construed  a  limitation. 

5«  A  person  devised  his  land  to  his  eldest  son,  paying  to  his 
daughter,  and  to  each  of  his  other  sons,  40s,  within  two  years 
after  his  death. 

It  was  resolved,  that  though  in  a  will  the  word  paying  would 
create  a  condition,  yet  in  this  case  the  law  would  construe  it  to 
create  a  limitation ;  for  if  it  should  be  held  a  condition,  then  it 
would  descend  on  the  eldest  son,  and  it  would  be  at  his  pleasure 
whether  his  sister  or  brothers  should  be  paid  or  not,  and  there- 
fore it  must  be  considered  the  same  as  if  the  devise  had  been  to 
the  eldest  son,  till  he  made  default  in  payment  of  the  sums  given 
to  the  sister  and  brothers. 

6.  A  person  devised  his  estate  to  his  second  son  in  fee,  upon 
condition  to  pay  to  his  four  daughters  20/.  each  at  their  fiill  age. 
This  was  held  to  be  a  condition ;  for  it  should  be  expounded  ac- 
cording to  the  common  law,  where  it  was  not  necessary  to  ex- 
pound it  to  the  contrary.  But  where  a  devise  was  to  an  eldest 
son,  upon  such  a  condition,  if  it  should  be  expounded  to  be  a 
condition,  it  would  be  void,  and  to  no  purpose  ;  for  it  would  de- 
scend upon  the  eldest  son,  and  no  remedy  could  be  had  against 
him. 

7.  By  the  common  law  real  estates  were  not  subject  to  the 
payment  of  debts  due  on  simple  contract,  unless  made  so  by 
will ;  which  was  considered  by  many  as  a  great  defect,  because 
credit  is  in  fact  given  to  the  possessors  of  landed  estates  in  pro- 
portion to  the  value  of  them.  He,  therefore,  who  neglected  to 
charge  his  real  property  witli  the  payment  of  his  debts,  sinned, 
as  it  has  been  emphatically  said,  in  his  grave.  And  if  he  omitted 
this  circumstance,  on  purpose  to  defeat  the  demands  of  his  cre- 
ditors, he  died  with  a  deliberate  fraud  in  his  heart.  [The  law, 
however,  has  been  recently  altered,  by  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  104. 
as  noticed  in  a  former  title.] 

8.  These  principles  gave  rise  to  a  rule,  both  at  law  and  id 
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equity,  that  whenever  a  testator  expressed  an  intention  that 

all  his  debts  should  be  paid;  or  devised  all  his  property,  subject  See  Tit.  1.8.54. 

to  the  payment  of  his  debts ;  his  real  estate  should  be  charged 

with  the  payment  of  his  debts  by  simple  contract,  if  there  was  Tit.  i.s.  59. 

a  deficiency  in  his  personal  estate. 

9.  A  person  devised  in  these  words, — "As  to  my  temporal  Bowdlero. 
estate  wherewith  God  has  blessed  me,  I  give  and  dispose  thereof  cha.  264. 
as  foUoweth — First,  I  will  that  all  my  debts  be  justly   paid, 

which  I  shall  at  my  death  owe,  or  stand  indebted  in,  to  any  Tompkins  v. 
person  or  persons  whatsoever.     Also,  I  devise  all  the  estate  in  G.  idu^srs.?. 
to  A.  B.**     And  this  was  all  the  estate  the  testator  had. 

The  Court  held,  that  this  will  created  a  charge  on  the  real 
estate,  for  payment  of  debts. 

10.  A  person  being  seised  of  a  real  estate,  and  also  possessed  Trottv.Vernoo, 
of  some  personal  estate,  made  his  will  in  writing,  and  thereby  430/ 
devised  in  these  words, — ".  Imprimis,  I  will  and  devise  that  all 

my  debts,  legacies,  and  funerals,  shall  be  paid  and  satisfied  in 
the  first  place." 

It  was  held,  that  this  clause  amounted  to  a  charge  on  his  real 
estate,  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  and  legacies. 

11.  A  will  began  with  these  words: — "As  to  all  my  worldly  Beachcroftv. 
estate,  my  debts  being  first  satisfied,  I  devise  the  same  as  2  Vera.  690. 
follows,"  8cc. 

The  Court  held  it  clear  in  this  case,  that  no  land,  nor  any  Harris «.  lugie- 
part  of  the  testator's  worldly  estate,  was  devised,  till  after  his  91.  g.  p' 
debts  paid  ;  consequently  that  the  land  was  charged :  and  that 
it  would  have  been  sufficient  though  the  word  Jirst  had  been 
omitted. 

12.  A  will  began  in  these  words : — "  As  to  my  worldly  estate  L«gh  v.  War- 
whicb  it  hath  pleased  God  to  bestow  upon  me,  I  give  and  dis-  Paririoa.  5iT.' 
pose  thereof  in  manner  following,  (that  is  to  ssiy,)  imprimis,  I  Hattonv.Ni- 
will  that  all  my  debts,  which  I  shall  owe  at  the  time  of  my  de-  110.'  v^illiams 
cease,  be  discharged  and  paid."  3  v**'**245 

It  was  decreed  by  Lord  King,  that  these  words  made  the  lands  Shallcross  v. 
of  the  devisor  liable  to  his  debts.    And  this  decree  was  affirmed 
in  the  House  of  Lords,  (a) 

(a)  [The  preceding  cases  aod  those  cited  in  the  margin  prove  that  general  introduc- 
tory or  prefatory  wordsi  charging  the  testator's  estate  with  the  payment  of  debts,  wiU  beheld 
sufikuent  indication  of  intention  to  charge  the  real  estate  in  favour  of  erediton,  and  to  the 
pr  eoedipg  the  foUowing  cases  may  be  added,  Clifford  v,  Lewis,  6  Mad.  33 .,  and  the  cases 
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13.  A  testator  may  charge  a  certain  part  only  of  his  real  pro- 
perty with  the  payment  of  his  debts,  and  not  the  whole. 
Thomaii.'  14.  John  Ivy.  reciting^  that  he  had  made  a  former  will  in  the 

Brittnell 

2  Ves.  S.'sia.     li^6  of  his  wife«  in  which  he  had  given  her  all  his  real  and  per* 

sonal  estate ;  that  he  had  the  misfortune  to  lose  her,  and  there- 
fore he  made  his  will  for  the  disposition  of  the  same.  First,  he 
ordered  all  his  debts  and  funeral  charges  to  be  honourably  paid 
after  his  decease.  In  a  subsequent  clause  he  devised  particular 
premises,  enumerating  them,  excepting  H.  and  R. ;  all  which 
enumerated  lands,  except  H.  and  R.,  he  devised  to  trustees,  by  and 
out  of  the  money  arising  by  sale,  and  out  of  the  rents  and  profits 
thereof,  in  the  mean  time,  in  the  first  place,  to  pay  and  discharge 
all  his  debts,  funeral  expences,  and  all  legacies  ^ven  by  his 
will,  or  by  other  writing  under  his  hand.  He  afterwards  went  on 
and  said  that  H.  and  R.  should  be  in  the  first  place  for  payment 
of  the  legacies  mentioned  in  his  will. 

On  a  bill  by  the  creditors  to  have  the  real  estate  by  the  will 
subjected  to  the  payment  of  their  debts,  in  aid  of  the  personal, 
so  far  as  that  proved  deficient,  insisting  that  the  whole  real 
estate  was  by  the  will  established  as  a  fund  for  payment  of  debts, 
the  question  was,  whether  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  real 
etsate  was  subject  to  debts. 

Sir  J.  Strange,  M.  R.  said,  the  word  same  must  relate  to  the 
real  and  personal  estate  before  given  ;  and  if  it  stood  on  that, 
and  the  word  Jirsty  only,  he  should  have  no  doubt  but  that  his 
whole  real  estate  would  be  subject  to  the  payment  of  debts ;  not 
from  any  express  mention  made  that  they  should  be  a  charge  on 
his  real  estate,  but  from  that  construction  the  Court  makes  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors ;  and  that  men  should  not  sin  in  their 
graves.  Here  was  no  express  declaration  on  the  outset  of  the 
will  that  the  testator's  whole  real  estate  should  be  charged  with 

there  cited,  Ronalds  v.  Feltharo,  1  T.  &  Russ.  418.  HenTell  v.  Whitaker.  3  Rasa.  343. 
But  where  the  extent  of  the  general  expressions  is  qualified,  as,  "  I  direct  all  mj  just 
debts,  &c.,  to  be  paid  by  my  executors,**  and  the  real  estate  is  specifically  devised,  the 
debts  will  not  be  charged,  Davis  v.  Gardner,  2  P.  Will.  187.  Brydges  v,  Landon,  stated 
3  Vesey ,  550.  Keeling  o.  Brown,  5  ib.  359.  Powell  v.  Robins,  7  ib.  209.  Wttlan  v.  Lan- 
caster, 3  Russ.  108.  In  Hen  veil  v.  Whitaker,  ubi  sapra,  the  devisee  of  the  real  estate 
was  the  executor*  In  dubious  cases  equity  will  incline  in  &vour  of  a  chaxge  for  the  be* 
nefit  of  creditors,  2  Ves.  &  Bea.  273.  Kidney  v.  Coussmaker,  1  Yes.  Jon.  436.  7  Bio. 
P.  C.  573.  8vo.  Ed.  S.  C  2  Ves.  J.  267.  Upon  the  subject  of  charging  debts  and  lega- 
cies on  real  estate  by  will,  see  1  Rop.  Leg.  ch.  xii.  ss.  1  &  2.  p.  573.,  &c.  Ed.  1828.] 
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payment  of  his  debts ;  therefore  it  was  necessary  to  look  further 
into  his  will,  and  to  see  what  was  the  intent  of  the  testator,  who 
was  not  boand  in  fact,  though  bound  in  honour,  to  make  such  a 
disposition  for  his  creditors.  Considering  the  whole,  he  had 
subjected  the  greatest,  but  not  every  part  of  his  real  estate,  to 
the  payment  of  his  debts ;  having  excepted  a  particular  part, 
and  applied  it  to  another  purpose,  not  intending  that  H.  and  R. 
should  be  liable  to  be  swallowed  up  by  creditors,  to  the  preven- 
tion of  the  legatees  under  the  will :  but  afterwards  directed  what 
should  be  done  with  H.  and  R.  He  had  personal  estate,  which 
he  could  not  exempt  from  payment  of  his  debts ;  he  had  real,  the 
whole  of  which  he  might  subject ;  in  declaring  bis  intent  as  to 
that,  he  exempted  H,  and  R.  entirely,  reserving  them  as  a  fund 
for  legacies  only.  On  the  clauses  therefore,  altogether,  and 
which  were  only  clauses  by  which  he  expressly  charged  his  land 
therewith,  he  considered  how  far  his  real  estate  should  be 
chargeable  to  creditors ;  and  then  thought  himself  at  liberty  to 
apply  the  other  part  to  satisfy  legatee  s.Therefore,  though  on 
the  first  part,  the  Court  might  take  the  whole  real  to  be  charged 
with  debts,  yet  as  there  was  no  express  lien  on  the  real,  by  these 
general  words,  and  afterwards  he  distributed  such  part  of  his  real 
for  debts,  and  such  for  legacies,  it  was  too  much  to  lay  hold  on 
the  general  words,  to  say  the  whole  should  be  charged  with  pay- 
ment of  debts.  It  could  only  be  done  by  implication  on  the 
general  words,  which  might  be  explained  afterwards,  and  that 
implication  destroyed :  consequently,  the  plaintiffs  could  only 
have  a  decree  for  an  account  of  the  personal  estate,  and  then 
the  other  parts  of  the  real  estate,  except  H.  and  R.  for  payment 
of  their  debts. 

16.  But  unless  the  intention  to  exempt  a  particular  part  of  the 
real  estate  be  very  clear,  the  whole  will  be  subject. 

16.  T.  Nichols  by  his  will  charged  all  his  personal  estate  with  EllisoDv.Aire7, 
debtd  and  legacies ;  and  so  much  as  the  personal  estate  should  ^  ^^*  ^'  ^^' 
fall  short  to  answer  and  pay,  he  charged  all  his  messuages,  lands, 
and  groonds  in  Durham,  with  the  payment  of,  in  aid  of  the  per- 
sonal estate,  and  dii-ected  the  personal  to  be  sold.  By  a  subse- 
quent clause  he  gave  a  particular  farm  to  be  sold,  for  payment  of 
his  debts  and  legacies;  and  by  another  clause,  devised  all  his 
real  estate  so  charged  and  chargeable  to  trustees,  to  receive  and 
take  the  first  two  years'  profits,  that  should  arise  and  become 
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payable  out  oF  his  estate  in  Durham,  for  payment  of  his  debts 
and  legacies,  if  the  personal  estate  proved  deficient. 

It  was  contended  that  only  that  particular  part,  and  the  two 
years*  profits,  were  charged ;  the  generality  of  the  first  charge 
being  controlled  and  restrained  thereto  by  express  words. 

Lord  Hardwicke  said,  that  upon  all  the  rules  of  charging  for 
payment  of  debts  and  legacies,  the  charge  of  the  personal 
estate  therewith  was  unnecessary.  Afterwards  there  was  a  full 
and  complete  charge  on  the  real,  of  so  much  as  the  personal 
proved  not  suflBcient  to  satisfy.  It  must  be  something  very 
strong  in  the  will  to  restrain  that  charge  to  a  particular  part,  to 
go  no  further.  If  it  rested  on  the  clause  which  gave  the  farm, 
would  the  express  direction  of  the  will  to  sell  a  particular  estate, 
towards  payment  of  those  debts  and  legacies  that  the  personal 
was  not  sufficient  for,  afibrd  a  negative  implication  that  no  more 
should  be  sold  ?  Certainly  not.  For  there  were  several  cases 
where  there  was  a  charge  for  payment  of  debts,  and  afterwards 
a  direction  that  a  particular  part  should  be  sold ;  that  had  been 
taken  only  to  be  a  declaration  that  they  should  be  first  applied. 
Then  the  subsequent  part  was  no  more  than  what  was  done  by 
the  former  clause,  taking  out  a  particular  part ;  as  one  was  of 
the  inheritance,  the  other  the  profits.  If  indeed  negative  words 
were  added,  it  could  go  no  further;  but  he  took  those  negative 
words,  and  no  more,  to  be  applied  to  the  maintenance.  There 
Vide  2  Ves.  s.    were  several  cases  of  a  &:eneral  char&:e,  by  words  not  nearly  so 

272.  Fosters.  ,  ,        ,      .         i.  ,       r  •      i  f 

Cook,  3  Bro.      Strong  as  here,  and  a  devise  afterwards  of  a  particular  estate  for 
C.  C.  360.         ^^^  purpose,  yet  that  was  not  sufficient  to  restrain  it.    This 

general  charge  then  subsisted ;  and  he  could  not  make  any  other 

construction. 
Burke  V.  Jones,       17.  A  dcvise  in  trust  for  payment  of  debts  does  not  revive  a 
275.^         '     ^^^  upon  which  the  statute  of  limitations  had  taken  eflTect,  by 

the  expiration  of  the  time,  before  the  testator's  death. 
The  same  words       IB.  In  all  cases  of  this  kind,  customary  or  copyhold  lands  will 
eitend  to  copy-  j^^  applied  in  payment  of  debts,  as  well  as  freeholds. 
Godolphin  v.  19*  T.  Penueck  declared  by  his  will  that  all  his  debts  and 

2  VeT^S.  271.    funeral  expenses  should  be  first  paid  and  satisfied. 
[Noel  V,  Wes-        Xhe  question  was,  whether  certain  customary  lands  held  of  the 

toOs  2  Ves.  tt 

Bea.  269.]        duchy  of  Cornwall,  which  had  been  mentioned  in  the  will,  in 

distinct  parts  from  the  rest  of  the  fee  simple  lands,  were  subject 
to  debts ;  the  testator  having  surrendered  those  lands  to  B.  Ri 
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who  declared  a  trust  thereof  by  deed,  for  several  persons,  and  for 
the  use  of  such  as  the  testator  should  appoint. 

Lord  Hardwicke  said,  he  was  satisfied  that  bv  the  will  these 
lands  were  subject  to  debts. 

20.  A  question  arose,  whether  on  failure  of  the  personal  estate,   Coombea  v. 
copyhold  lands  were  liable  to  debts,  under  the  common  com-  c.  c.  273. 
mencement  of  a  will :  "  As  to  all  my  worldly  estate,  I  desire  all  K^niuhl'a'ib. 
my  just  debts  should  be  first  paid."  257.  Ronalds ». 

T       1^  .     .  ^    ,  ^  FeUham,lTar. 

Lord  Commissioner  Ashurst  said^  the  doctrine  was,  that  where  &  Rus.  418.] 
the  introductory  words  made  the  real  estate  liable,  it  should  ex- 
tend as  well  to  the  copyhold  as  to  the  freehold  lands.  The  free- 
hold was  as  unnatural  a  fund  for  the  payment  of  debts  as 
the  copyhold.  It  was  admitted  that  if  there  had  been  no  free- 
hold, the  copyhold  would  have  been  liable.  If  the  freehold  had 
been  devised  to  one  person,  and  the  copyhold  to  another,  the 
freehold  might  have  been  first  applied.  But  he  was  clearly  of 
opinion  they  were  both  liable. 

Lord  C.  Hotham  said,  if  the  copyhold  was  charged  by  the 
will,  there  was  nothing  in  the  case  to  discharge  it.  The  law  fol- 
lowed the  testator's  intention,  to  apply  the  whole  real  estate  to 
the  payment  of  debts ;  which  covered  the  copyhold  as  well  as 
the  freehold,  (a) 

21.  It  has  been  determined  that  a  clause  in  a  will,  directing  Legacies  not 
the  payment  of   all  the  testator's   debts   and  legacies,  is  not  cific  devises. 
alone  sufficient  to  charge  legacies  on  real  estates  specifically  de- 
vised ;  for  there  the  intention  must  be  clearly  expressed. 

22.  Thus  where  a  testator^rs^  directed  that  all  his  debts,  lega-  Kightley  v. 
cies,  and  funeral  expenses  should  be  fully  paid  and  discharged;  2Ves.jaiu328. 
and  afterwards  devised  two  freehold  estates  specifically  to  two 

persons,  and  gave  some  legacies ;  the  question  was,  whether  the 
legatees  were  entitled  to  have  the  devised  estates  sold  for  pay- 
ment of  their  legacies. 

Sir  R.  P.  Arden,  M.  R.  said,  it  had  been  contended,  that  where 
a  testator  had  charged  his  real  estate  by  will,  both  debts  and 

(a)  [A  devise  of  real  estate  in  trust  to  pay  debts  takes  it  out  of  the  operation  of  the 
11  Geo.  4.  and  1  Will.  4.  c.  47.  s.  9.  which  is  nearly  a  re-enactment  of  3  Will.&  Maiy 
c.  14.  s.  4.  Gott  V.  Atkinson,  Willes.  521.  although  the  trust  be  to  pay  simple  contract 
in  preference  to  specialty  creditors.  Miller  v.  Horton,  Cooper  45 ;  but  the  devise  must 
of  course  be  effectual,  Hughes  v.  Dillon,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  614.  Bailey  v.  Ekins,  7  Ves.  318. 
323.  Vid.  sup.  vol.  I.  p.  57.  s.  54.] 
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551. 


[Parker  v. 
FearDley,2Sim. 
&  Stu.  592.] 


What  words 
enable  persons 
to  sell  Lands. 


1  Inst.  113.  a. 
Idem. 


Bonifaut  v. 
Greenfield, 
Cro.  £liz.  80. 
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legacies  should  take  place  of  every  other  dispositioD.  That  the 
legacies  should  stand  in  the  same  place  as  debts,  and  that  there 
was  no  reason  why  they  should  not  have  the  same  preference. 
The  principle,  however,  was  perfectly  diflFerent,  the  one  being 
purely  voluntary,  the  other  obligatory.  Wherever  a  man  made 
a  will,  he  was  supposed  to  do  that  which  conscience  obliged  him 
to  do ;  and  if  he  showed  an  intention  that  his  debts  should  take 
place  of  every  other  disposition,  and  that  he  meant  they  should 
be  paid,  the  Court  would  strictly  enforce  that  intention.  The 
same  principle  would  not  apply  to  legacies.  The  estate  con- 
tended to  be  charged  was  specifically  devised,  and  he  could  not 
see  any  reason  why  pecuniary  legacies  should  have  any  prefer- 
ence to  such  specific  devises.  If  he  was  to  direct  these  legacies 
to  be  so  raised  and  paid,  it  would  be  giving  them  that  undue 
preference. 

23.  [But  it  will  not  be  inferred  that  the  testator  intended  to 
charge  legacies  upon  his  real  estate,  merely  because  he  directs 
that  his  legacies  shall  be  paid  by  his  executor,  to  whom  he  de- 
vises the  residue  of  his  real  estate,  and  to  whom  he  bequeaths 
the  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  after  payment  of  debts  and 
funeral  expenses.] 

24.  Littleton  says,  (s.  169)  where  a  person  had  a  power,  by 
the  custom,  of  devising  his  lands,  he  might  devise  that  his  exe- 
cutors might  alien  and  sell  them  for  a  certain  sum,  to  distribute 
for  his  soul.  In  this  case,  though  the  devisor  died  seised  of  the 
tenements,  which  descended  to  his  heir,  yet  the  executors  might 
sell  them,  and  put  out  the  heir,  and  thereof  make  a  feoiBrment 
alienation  and  estate  by  deed.  And  Lord  Coke  observes,  that 
the  feoffee  shall  be  in  by  the  devisor. 

25.  From  this  doctrine  arose  a  custom  for  testators  to  direct 
that  their  executors  should  sell  their  lands  for  payment  of  their 
debts ;  or  to  devise  their  lands  to  their  executors  for  that  pur- 
pose. In  the  latter  case  the  lands  vest  in  the  executors;  but  in 
the  former  they  have  only  a  bare  authority;  and  it  being 
formerly  held,  that  if  one  executor  refused  to  join,  the  others 
could  not  sell,  it  was  enacted  by  the  stat.  21  Hen.  8.  c.  4.,  that 
where  lands  were  willed,  to  be  sold  by  executors,  though  some  cf 
them  refused,  yet  the  rest  might  sell.  And  though  the  letter  of 
the  law  extended  only  to  cases  where  executors  had  power  to  sell. 
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yet  being  a  beneficial  act,  it  was  by  constraction  extended  to  the  oo!"*'*  ^P' 
case  of  lands  devised  to  executors  to  be  sold,  (a) 

26.  It  has  been  doubted  whether  a  power  of  sale,  given  to  ex-  i  Inst.  113.  a. 
ecutors,  be  capable  of  survivorship  or  transmission.     Bat  Mr. 
Hargrave  observes,  that  this  question  is  now  of  little  conse- 
quence ;  for  such  a  power,  though  extinct  at  law,  would  certainly 

be  enforced  in  equity ;  which  rightly  deeming  the  purpose  for 
which  the  testator  directs  the  money  arising  from  the  sale  to  be 
applied,  to  be  the  substantial  part  of  the  devise,  and  the  persons 
named  to  execute  the  power  of  selling,  to  be  mere  trustees,  the 
case  fell  within  the  general  rule  of  equity,  that  a  trust  shall  never  Tit.  12.  c.  i. 
fail  of  execution  for  want  of  a  trustee  ;  and  that  if  one  is  want- 
ing, the  Court  will  execute  the  office. 

27.  It  has  been  stated  that  where  a  man  devises  his  lands  to  Tit.8.  c.i.i.5. 
his  executors,  for  payment  of  his  debts,  and  until  his  debts  are 

paid ;  although  the  determination  of  such  estates  be  uncertain, 
yet  they  are  only  chattel  interests,  transmissible  to  their  exe- 
cutors. And  it  is  now  settled,  that  any  words  from  which  it 
can  be  inferred  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  testator  that  his 
lands  shall  be  sold  for  payment  of  his  debts,  will  operate  as  a 
power  of  sale. 

28.  A  person  having  surrendered  his  copyhold  lands  to  the  Newman  v. 
use  of  his  will,  devised  in  these  words : — ^'  My  debts  and  legacies  i  vwn?'45. 
being  first  deducted,  I  devise  all  my  estate  real  and  personal 

to  J.  S." 

It  was  decreed  by  Lord  Nottingham  that  these  words  amounted 
to  a  devise  to  sell,  for  the  payment  of  debts. 

29.  The  same  point  was  determined  in  a  subsequent  case.  Warehamv. 
But  this  kind  of  power  being  a  naked  one,  and  not  coupled  i^!^*     ^"* 
with  an  interest,  the  heir  at  law,  (b)  or  devisee  must,  in  general, 

join,  in  order  to  transfer  the  legal  estate  to  the  purchaser. 

(a)  It  is  said  by  Littleton,  s.  169.,  that  in  the  case  of  an  authority  to  sell,  the  execn- 
ton  may  make  a  feoffment,  alienation,  and  estate,  by  deed,  or  without  deed.  The  x«a- 
son  is,  that  the  purchaser  is  in  by  the  devisor ;  the  executors  having^  a  mere  right  of  nomi- 
nation.   Vide  Vin.  Ab.  Tit.  Authority,  B. — Noie  to  former  «dtrtMi. 

(b)  [The  joining  of  the  heir,  it  is  conceived,  is  a  cautionary  measure  merely,  and  not 
necessary,  where  the  power  to  sell  is  clearly  in  the  executor ;  for  such  a  power  involves 
ID  it  a  power  to  convey  to  the  purchaser,  and  to  give  receipts,  as  will  be  seen  from 
the  authorities  cited  below.  Where  the  case  is  doubtful  to  whom  the  power  of  sale 
s  given,  of  course  the  concurrence  of  the  heir  is  proper.    It  is  to  be  observed,  that 
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BttaButi.  30.  R.  Bateman  by  his  will,  taking  notice  that  be  had.sur* 

1  Atk.  421.  rendered  a  copyhold  estate  to  the  use  thereof,  directed  that  the 
.  said  copyhold  should  remain,  one  third  to  his  wife  for  life,  and 
the  other  two  thirds  to  his  son,  paying  to  his  two  daughters  150/. 
a-piece  at  twenty-one ;  but  by  a  latter  clause  in  the  will  he  said, 
**  Provided  that  if  my  personal  estate  and  my  house  and  lands  at 
W.  should  not  pay  my  debts,  then  my  executors  to  raise  the 
same  out  of  my  said  copyhold  premises." 

Lord  Hardwicke  said,  the  question  was,  whether  the  latter  de- 
vise would  entitle  the  executors  to  sell  the  copyhold  estates ;  and 
he  was  of  opinion  it  would:  for  as  the  rents  were  not  near 
enough  to  discharge  the  testator's  debts,  these  words  would  give 
the  trustees  a  power  to  sell,  to  satisfy  the  testator's  intention  of 
paying  his  debts.  It  was  therefore  decreed  that  the  copyhold 
estate  should  be  sold. 

in  Blatch  v.  Wilder,   1  Atk.  420.,    a  case  of  copyhold.  Lord   Hardwicke  decided 
that  the  power  was  ia  the  executor,  and  he  ordered  the  heir  to  concur:  the  reason  of 
which  is  given  by  the  reporter  that,  there  being  no  devise  to  trustees  for  sale,  and  the 
heir  an  infant,  he  had  a  day  to  show  cause  after  be  came  of  age ;  and  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor therefore  directed  the  customary  heir  to  join  in  the  sale  on  attaining  twenty-one, 
unless  within  six  months  after  age  he  should  show  cause  to  the  contrary.     In  Bcntham 
V.  Wiltshire,  4.  Mad.  44.,  Sir  John  Leach,  V.  C.  decided  that  there  was  no  power  to  seQ 
either  expressly  or  impliedly  in  the  executors,  as  they  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  produce 
of  tlie  sale,  nor  any  power  of  distribution  respecting  it.    A  reference  was  made  to  the 
Master  to  settle  a  proper  conveyance ;  he  made  the  heir  a  party,  to  which  exception  was 
taken,  but  his  Honour  overruled  the  exception.    In  Sowarsby  v.  Lacy,  ib.  142.,  there 
was  an  express  power  of  sale  in  the  executors ;  and  a  demurrer  that  they  could  not  give 
receipts  was  overruled ;  but  nothing  was  said  about  the  conveyance.    PaUon  v.  Ran- 
dall, 1  Jac.  &  W.  189.,  is  an  authority  for  the  proposition,  that  a  power  of  sale  not  ex- 
pressly given  to  any  one,  is  not  to  be  implied  to  the  executors,  because  the  devines  of 
the  estate  are  minors  ;  and  that,  therefore,  not  having  that  power,  the  executors  amU 
not  convey.    In  Tylden  v.  Hyde,  2  Sim.  &  S.  238.,  the  testator  directed  his  real  and 
personal  property  to  be  converted  into  money,  and  the  produce  divided  among  his  sblen. 
The  executors  contracted  for  the  sale  of  the  real  estate,  and  the  purchaser  objecting  to 
the  title,  upon  a  reference,  the  Master  reported  that  the  executors  could  by  tbemsehes 
toithout  the  eoticurrence  of  any  other  party  legally  and  effectually  convey  to  the  purchase. 
Upon  exceptions  to  the  Master's  report,  Sir  John  Leach,  V.  C.  decided  that  as  the  pro- 
duce of  the  sale  was  to  be  applied  by  the  executors,  there  was  an  implied  power  of  sale  in 
them,  and  his  Honour  overruled  the  exception  to  the  Master's  report.    In  Breedon  o. 
Breedon,  1  Russ.  &  Myl.  413.,  Sir  John  Leach,  M.  R.  held  that  the  devisees  bad  an 
absolute  power  of  sale,  and  therefore  a  power  to  give  receipts,  but  his  Honour  did  not  de- 
cide whether  they  took  the  legal  fee  or  only  an  estate  for  life,  with  the  power  of  sale,  nor 
was  any  mention  made  of  their  having  a  power  to  convey,  which  it  is  presumed,  upon  the 
preceding  authorities,  would  be  the  necessary  adjunct  of  their  power  of  sale,  if  that  wne 
the  construction  of  the  devise.] 
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31.  In  a  sabsequeut  case,  where  a  testator  had  created  a  trust  Bath  v,  Brad- 
tor  payment  of  debts.  Lord  Hardwicke  said,  that  the  trustees  587. 
might  raise  the  money  by  mortgage  or  sale,  without  the  assist- 
ance of  the  Court  of  Chancery  ;  that  it  was  common  for  trustees 

to  do  so,  and  that  Court,  if  it  came  before  them  afterwards,  had 
always  supported  it. 

32.  G.  Lancaster,  being  seised  in  fee  of  some  lands,  and  pos-  Lancaster©, 
sessed  of  others  for  a  term  of  years,  made  his  will ;  and  after  2  Burr.  1027. 
giving  certain  legacies,  proceeded  thus : — "  I  do  hereby  charge 

and  make  chargeable  all  and  every  my  lands  and  inheritance, 
and  leasehold,  with  the  payment  of  my  debts,  funeral  expenses, 
and  legacies  ;  and  for  more  speedily  raising  money  for  payment 
of  them,  I  devise  to  G.  £.  and  D.  Lancaster,  (who  were  his 
two  sons  and  daughter,)  their  heirs,  executors,  and  adminis- 
trators, the  leasehold  estate,''  (describing  it,)  for  all  the  residue  of 
the  term,  upon  trust  to  sell  the  same,  and  to  apply  the  money  to 
the  payment  of  his  debts,  8cc.  But  in  case  the  money  arising 
from  the  sale  of  the  leasehold  estates  should  not  be  sufficient  to 
pay  and  discharge  all  his  debts;  then  he  devised — ^*  that  his 
said  two  sons  and  daughter  should  and  might  absolutely  sell, 
mortgage,  or  otherwise  dispose  of  his  freehold  estate,  for  the  pay- 
ment of  such  of  his  said  debts,  &c.  as  his  said  leasehold  estate 
should  not  be  sufficient  to  discharge."  And  appointed  his  two 
sons  and  daughter  executors. 

The  leasehold  estate  was  not  sufficient  to  pay  the  testator's 
debts,  legacies,  and  funeral  expenses. 

Lord  Keeper  Henley  directed  a  case  to  be  sent  for  the  opinion 
of  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  K.  B.  whether  any  estate  passed  to 
the  two  sons  and  daughter  of  the  testator ;  or  only  a  power  to 
sell. 

Lord  Mansfield  said,  there  were  no  words  by  which  the  estate 
was  devised  to  the  executors ;  therefore  if  it  were  construed  that 
there  was  a  devise  to  them,  it  must  be  raised  by  implication : 
but  by  the  frame  of  the  will  it  was  plain  that  the  testator  did 
not  so  intend ;  for  he  showed,  by  the  expression  he  had  used, 
that  he  knew  the  distinction  between  the  devise  of  an  estate  to 
them,  and  giving  them  only  a  power  to  sell ;  as  to  the  term  de^ 
vise,  the  expression,  I  devise,  was  here  synonymous  to  saying,  / 
vnUf  or  my  mind  is. 

The  intention  of  the  testator  (it  was  said)  could  not  be  com- 
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plied  with  in.  this  case,  without  an  implication  of  a  devise  to  the 
exectitors ;  because  it  must  otherwise  descend  to  the  heir  at  law, 
in  the  mean  time^  who  would  not  be  chai^eable  with  the  inter- 
mediate rents  and  profits,  but  altogether  unaccountable  for  them ; 
that  clearly  was  not  so^  The  land  could  only  descend  to  the 
heir,  subject  to  the  charges,  and  would  be  liable  in  his  hands  to 
the  payment  of  debts,  legacies,  and  funeral  expenses.  So  that 
the  testator's  intention  was  equally  answered  one  way  as  the 
other. 

The  certificate  was  as  follows — *^  Having  heard  counsel  on 
both  sides,  and  considered  this  case,  we  are  of  opinion  that  do 
estate  passed  to  the  said  Edmund,  George,  and  Dorothy  Lan- 
caster ;  but  only  a  power  to  sell,  demise,  mortgage,  or  otherwise 
dispose  of  the  premises." 

Denne  dem.  ^^'  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^Y  *^®  Gourt  of  K.  B.  in  a  modem  case 

Bowyer  v.         \\12X  where  one  devised  lands  to  five  persons  in  trust  to  sell,  and 

Judge,  11  East,  ^  ' 

288.  to  apply  the  money  to  certain  uses,  and  afterwards  made  the 

same  persons  executors ;  they  did  not  take  the  lands  as  exe- 
cutors ;  but  as  devisees  in  trust 
1  Idsu  237.  a.         34.  Where  powers  of  this  kind  are  given  to  strangers  they 
sh^rrai^*^"'  cannot  be  extinguished,  either  by  the  persons  to  whom  they  are 
Tit.  36.  c.  10.    given,  or  by  those  who  are  in  possession  of  the  land. 

35.  It  has  been  stated  in  a  former  chapter,  that  devises  of  land 
are  fraudulent  as  against  creditors.    But  devises  for  payment  of 
debts  are  notwithstanding  valid. 
Tit.  12.  c.  4.  ^^*  '^^^  cases  in  which  purchasers  from  devisees  or  executors 

are  bound  to  see  to  the  application  of  the  purchase^money,  have 
been  already  stated. 
wheatev  Hall  ^^*  ^  ^^^  directing  estates  to  be  settled  in  strict  settlementi 
17  Ves.  80.  and  being  silent  about  powers,  does  not  authorize  the  insertion 
of  a  power  of  sale  in  a  settlement.  And  a  will  directing  proper 
Brevrster  w.  powers  for  making  leases,  aud  otherwise,  according  to  circum- 
Angeli.  1  Jac.    gtanccs  for  the  tenants  for  life,  to  be  exercised  by  them  when 

&  Walk.  626.  ,.^    ,      ,  ,      .         ,       .  .  o  ^      , 

[Home  V.  Bar-  qualified,  does  not  authonze  the  insertion  of  a  power  of  sale 
B«p.^^70  *    ^^^  exchange  to  be  exercised  with  the  consent  of  the  tenant 

for  life, 
rwiiliams  «.  ^^'  {^\it  in  a  modern  case,  where  money  was  settled,  with  a 

Carter,  Su^.     power  to  the  trustees  to  change  the  stocks,  funds,  and  securities, 
Appendix.]        in  which  it  might  be  invested  **  for  others  of  the  same  or  the 

like  nature,  as  often  as  it  should  be  thought  expedient,"  and  the 
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intended  husband  covenanted  to  settle  any  real  estate  to  which 
be  or  bis  wife  might  become  entitled  in  her  right,  upon  the  same 
trusts,  and  subject  to  the  same  powers,  8cc.  as  were  therein  before 
declared  of  the  funds,  or  as  near  thereto  as  the  nature  of  real 
estate  would  admit  of,  it  was  holden  that  the  settlement  ought 
to  contain  powers  of  sale  and  exchange ;  and  a  distinction  was  Jacob.  440. 
taken,  between  a  covenant  to  settle  a  particular  estate,  and  a 
covenant  to  settle  all  estates  generally.] 
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CHAP.  XVII. 


Executorjf  Demies, — Devise  over  after  a  Devise  in 

Fee  Simple. 


Sbct.    1.  Origin  of  executory  Devises, 
2.  Devise  over  qfter  a  Devise  in 

Fee. 
9.  Though  the  first  Estate  be  not 
vested. 
11.  iVo  Devise  is  executory  which 
can  be  supported  as  a  Re» 
nuinder. 
14.  An  executory  Devise  cannot 
be  barred. 


Sect.  17.  Within  what  tisu  an  execs- 
tory  Devise  must  vest. 

2S.  A  Devise  over  iiftsT  a  gemrsl 
Failure  of  Heirs  or  Issse 
is  too  remote. 

24.  Unless  restrained  to  the  Pe- 
riod allowed. 

27.  Curtesy  attaches  on  thejirtt 
Estate. 


Section  I. 
Origin  of  execa-  It  has  been  stated  that,  by  the  rules  of  the  common  law,  no 

tory  devises* 

rems^nder  could  be  limited  over  after  a  limitation  in  fee  simple ; 
nor  a  freehold  created  to  commence  in  futuro.  But  the  indul- 
gence shown  to  testators  in  effectuating  their  intentions,  how- 
ever untechnically  expressed,  induced  the  Judges  to  dispense 

Tit.  16  c.  5.      ^^^  these  rules,  in  cases  of  wills,  as  well  as  in  limitations  of 

uses ;  and  also  to  allow  similar  dispositions  of  terms  for  years,  in 
wills,  and  in  deeds  declaring  the  trusts  of  such  terms. 

Devise  over  2.  Dispositions  of  this  nature  are  called  executory  devises; 

SUr*  **  and  are  of  three  sorts.    The  6rst(a)  is  where  the  devisor  dis- 

poses of  the  whole  fee,  but  qualifies  that  disposition,  and  declares 
that  in  the  event  of  some  future  contingency,  the  estate  so  de- 
vised shall  go  over  to  some  other  person. 

Anon.  Dyer.  3.  A  testator  devised  to  his  mother  for  life,  and  after  her 

127. *. in mtig.  je^^h  ^q  ^Js  brother  in  fee;  provided  that  if  his  wife,  who  was 


(a)  [Treated  of  in  the  present  chapter;  the  second  sort  io  Chapter  XVIII.;  and 
the  third  in  Chapter  XIX.  infra.] 
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then  ensient,  was  delivered  of  a  son^  then  the  land  should  remain 
to  him  in  fee.  A  son  was  bom  ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  fee  of 
the  brother  should  cease,  and  vest  in  the  son,  by  way  of  exe- 
cutory devise. 

4.  A  person  devised  to  A.  and  his  heirs  ;  provided  that  if  he  Hoen.Gerili, 

,         .         Psuni.  13o. 

died  within  age,  then  the  land  should  remain  to  B.  and  his  heirs. 
Adjudged  good.  For  when  the  devisee  only  takes  a  limited 
estate,  a  contingent  fee  may  depend  upon  it ;  but  that  was  not 
by  way  of  remainder,  but  executory  devise.  And  this  doctrine 
was  fully  established  in  the  following  case. 

5.  W.  Brown  devised  lands  to  Thomas  Brown  his  second  son,  Pells  v.  Brown, 
and  his  heirs  for  ever ;  and  if  Thomas  died  without  issue,  living     '^' 
William  his  brother,  that  then  William  his  brother  should  have 

those  lands  to  him  and  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever. 

All  the  Judges  agreed  that  this  was  a  good  limitation  of  the 
fee  to  William,  upon  that  contingency ;  not  by  way  of  immediate 
remainder,  for  they  all  agreed  that  it  could  not  be  by  remainder. 
As  if  one  devised  lands  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  and  if  he  died  with- 
out heir,  that  it  should  remain  to  another,  it  was  void  and  re- 
pugnant to  the  estate :  for  one  fee  could  not  be  in  remainder 
after  another ;  for  the  law  doth  not  expect  the  determination  of 
a  fee  by  the  tenant's  dying  without  heirs,  and  therefore  cannot 
appoint  a  remainder  to  begin  upon  the  determination  thereof; 
but  by  way  of  contingency  or  of  executory  devise  to  another, 
to  determine  the  one  estate,  and  limit  it  to  another,  upon  an  act 
to  be  performed ;  or  in  failure  of  performance  thereof,  8cc.  For 
the  one  might  be,  and  had  always  been  allowed. 

6.  A.  having  two  sons,  B.  and  C,  by  several  venters,  and  Hanbary  v. 
being  seised  of  Blackacre  and  Whiteacre,  devised  Blackacre  in  i^n^Ab.835. 
fee  to  B.,  and  Whiteacre  to  C.  in  fee ;  with  a  proviso  that  if  it  ^}^^^'  Sfy* 

.  .  16  East,  67. 

should  please  God. either  of  his  said  sons  to  die  before  such  time 
as  they  should  be  married,  or  before  they  should  attain  to  their 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  without  issue  of  their  bodies  to  be 
begotten,  then  he  gave  all  the  said  lands,  which  he  had  given  Goodtide  v 
by  his  will  unto  such  of  his  sons  as  should  so  decease  before  his  r.  21']. 
marriage,  or  before  his  age  of  twenty-one,  and  without  issue  of 
his  body,  unto  the  survivor  of  his  sons.  The  devise  over  was 
held  good,  as  an  executory  devise. 

7.  A  person  •  devised  to  his  son  William  Heath,  all  his  estate,  ??'^i'J??i!l' 
till  Edward  .Heath  should  attain  his  age  of  twenty-two.  years. 
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and  no  longer.  He  afterwards  said, — '*  Item,  I  give  and  be- 
queath to  Edward  Heath  all  my  messuages  in  H.  and  C.  for 
ever,  that  is,  if  he  have  a  son  or  sons  who  shall  attain  twenty- 
one.  But  if  my  kinsman  Edward  Heath  should  chance  to  die 
without  son  or  sons  to  inherit,  my  will  is  that  the  son  of  my  son 
William  Heath  shall  inherit." 

It  was  determined  by  Lord  Thurlow,  that  Edward  Heath  took 

an  estate  in  fee,  subject  to  an  executory  devise  over,  in  the  event 

of  his  dying  without  issue,  or  of  his  issue  dying  under  the  age 

of  twenty-one  years. 

Doe  •.  Wetton,       8.  A  person  devised  a  copyhold  estate  to  his  daughter  Susan 

2  Boa.  &  Pul 

324.  '     Saunders,  and  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever ;  but  if  his  said 

daughter  should  happen  to  die,  leaving  no  child  or  children,  or 
lawful  issue  of  her  body,  living  at  the  time  of  her  death,  then  he 
gave»  devised,  and  bequeathed  all  the  said  copyhold  premises  to 
T.  B.  and  his  heirs. 
Doe  «.  Rawd-  Lord  Eldon  and  the  other  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Coomion 
A&  44^°'       Picas  held  that  the  whole  fee  being  given  to  Susan  Saunders, 

her  heirs  and  assigns,  no  further  remainder  over  could  be  limited 
Ri^t  V.  Day,  upon  that  fee ;  and  therefoi-e  the  estate  given  to  T.  B.  was 
Doe  O.Frost,      a  new  fee  limited  upon  a  contingency,  that  is,  an  executory 

3^am.  U  Aid.  j^^j^^ 

Though  the  9.  Where  there  is  a  devise  over,  after  a  devise  in  fee  aimple, 

not^^st^.         though  such  an  antecedent  devise  in  fee  be  not  vested,  but 

contingent,  yet  if  the  ulterior  devise  is  limited  so  as  to  take 
effect  in  defeasance  of  the  estate  first  devised,  on  an  event  sub- 
sequent to  its  becoming  vested,  it  will  be  deemed  an  executory 
devise. 
WiciTtt  *'*  ^^'  ^  person  devised  lands  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her 

1  Wiis.  R.  105.  death,  to  such  child  as  she  was  then  supposed  to  be  ensjoi/ with, 

and  to  the  heirs  of  such  child  for  ever;  provided  that  if  such 
child  as  should  happen  to  be  born  should  die  before  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  leaving  no  issue  of  its  body,  the  reversion 
should  go  to  another. 

Lord  Ch.  J.  Lee  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  that  the 
true  construction  of  the  will  was,  that  there  was  a  good  devise 
to  the  wife  for  life,  with  a  contingent  remainder  to  the  child  in 
fee ;  and  a  devise  over,  which  was  good  as  an  executory  devise ; 
and  if  the  contingency  of  a  child  never  happened,  then  the  last 
devise  was  to  take  effect,  upon  the  death  of  the  wife. 
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11.  An  executory  devise  being  a  disposition  contrary  to  the  NodeYfteb 
rules  established  for  the  construction  of  conveyances  at  common  canbe supported 
law,  whenever  a  future  interest  in  land  is  so  devised  as  to  fall  **  *  remainder. 
within  the  rules  laid  down  for  the  limitation  of  contingent  re- 
mainders^ such  devise  will  be  construed  as  a  contingent  remain- 
der, not  as  an  executory  devise. 

12.  Thus  wherever  an  estate  is  devised  to  a  person  and  his  Ante,  c.  12. 

8*  12 

heirs,  with  a  limitation  over  in  default  of  issue,  it  is  construed  to 
be  an  estate  tail ;  and  the  limitation  over  is  a  remainder,  to  take 
effect  on  the  determination  of  the  estate  tail.  But  if  the  limita- 
tion over  be  directed  to  take  place  on  an  event  which  may  hap- 
pen during  the  continuance  of  the  estate  tail,  it  is  an  executory 
devise ;  for  it  cannot  be  a  remainder,  because  the  event  on  which 
a  remainder  is  limited  must  not  operate  so  as  to  abridge  or  de-  Tit.  16.  c.  2. 
termine  the  particular  estate.  So  that  in  the  case  of  Pells  v. 
Brown,  if  the  words,  **  living  William  his  brother,"  had  been 
omitted,  it  would  clearly  have  been  an  estate  tail  in  Thomas,  with  3  Term  R.  145. 
a  remainder  over  to  William,  to  take  effect  on  the  expiration  of 
the  preceding  estate  tail. 

13.  It  follows,  that  where  there  is  a  devise  over  after  a  pre- 
ceding devise  to  a  person  and  his  heirs;  if  there  are  any  words 
in  the  will,  by  which  the  first  devise  can  be  restrained  to  mean 
heirs  of  the  body  only,  the  first  estate  will  be  construed  to  be  an 
estate  tail,  and  the  devise  over  a  remainder. 

14.  The  essential  difference  between  a  contingent  remainder  An  ezecutoiy 
and  an  executory  devise  is,  that  the  first  may  be  barred  or  de-  be^bar^°"°* 
stroyed  by  several  means ;  whereas  an  executory  devise  cannot  J*'*  ^^•^-  ^• 
be  prevented  from  taking  effect,  when  the  contingency  happens,  Dev.  ed.  a.  p. 
either  by  fine  or  recovery;  or  by  any  alteration  of  the  estate  miliyL James", 
after  which  it  is  limited,  (a)  ^^^^^^  262.' 

(a)  [To  this  general  proposition  the  reader  must  be  reminded,  that  there  is  the  follow- 
ing qaalificatton  thus  stated  by  Mr.  Feame,  '*  Although  in  general  an  executory  devise, 
even  of  lands  of  inheritance,  cannot  be  barred  by  the  first  taker :  yet  we  are  to  observe 
that  where  in  lands  of  inheritance  an  estate  tail  is  first  limited,  and  then  an  executory  or 
conditional  limitation  is  made  upon  that  estate,  a  recovery  suffered  by  the  tenant  in  tail, 
before  the  event  or  condition  happens  on  which  the  ulterior  limitation  was  to  arise,  will 
bar  the  estate  depending  on  that  event  or  condition,"  and  he  cites  the  following  autho* 
ritis.  Page  «.  Hayward,  2  Salk.  570.  Gulliver  v.  Shuckburgh  Ashby,  4  Burr.  1929. 
To  this  it  may  be  added,  that  the  executory  devise  must  be  so  limited,  after  the  estate 
tail,  as  to  take  effect,  if  at  all,  during  the  compass  of  the  estate  tail,  oreo  instanti  that  it 
determines,  for  otherwise  the  rules  against  perpetuities  might  be  evaded,  llartop  v.  Lord 
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Ante,  8.  5. 


Mulliaeux's 
case,  Palmer, 
136. 


Within  what 
time  an  execu- 
tory devise  must 
vest. 


Tit.  32.  c.  24. 


Fairfax  V.  He- 
ron, Prec.  in 
Cha.  67. 


Taylor  v.  Bid- 
dall,  2  Mod. 
289. 
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Id.  Thus  in  the  case  of  Pells  v*  Brown,  Thomas  entered  on 
the  estate  devised  to  him,  and  suffered  a  common  recovery ;  but 
all  the  Judges,  except  Doderidge,  held  that  the  recovery  did  not 
bar  the  executory  devise ;  for  Thomas,  the  person  who  suffered 
the  recovery,  had  a  fee ;  and  William  Brown  had  but  a  possi- 
bility, if  he  survived  Thomas;  and  Thomas  dying  without  issue 
in  his  life,  no  recovery  in  value  should  enure  thereto,  unless  he 
had  been  a  party  by  way  of  vouchee. 

16.  A  person  granted  several  annuities,  by  deed,  to  his  younger 
children ;  and  afterwards  devised  all  his  lands  to  his  elder  son 
and  his  heirs,  upon  condition  that  he  paid  the  annuities ;  and  if 
be  failed  of  payment,  that  the  younger  son  should  enter  and 
have  them.  The  elder  son  entered,  and  made  a  feoffment;  and 
then  the  younger  son  entered  for  non-payment.  It  was  held  that 
this  entry  was  lawful,  the  contingent  estate  not  being  devested 
by  the  feoffment. 

17.  In  consequence  of  the  rule  that  an  executory  devise  can- 
not be  barred,  or  prevented  from  taking  effect,  by  any  mode 
whatever ;  it  became  necessary  to  prescribe  certain  bounds  and 
limits  to  executory  devises,  lest  they  should  be  used  as  a  means 
of  creating  perpetuities.  It  was  therefore  established,  by  analogy 
to  the  case  of  strict  settlements,  that  an  executory  devise  must 
vest  within  the  compass  of  a  life  or  lives  in  being,  and  twenty- 
one  years,  and  nine  months  after.  And  the  Courts  have  uni- 
formly  supported  executory  devises  that  are  restrained  within 
these  limits. 

18.  Thus  in  the  case  of  Pells  v.  Brown,  the  event  on  which 
the  estate  was  devised  over,  namely,  the  death  of  Thomas  with- 
out issue,  in  the  lifetime  of  William,  being  confined  to  the  life  of 
William,  was  held  good. 

19.  A  person  devised  all  his  lands,  after  the  death  of  his  ex- 
ecutor, to  A.  and  his  heirs  for  ever ;  but  if  he  died  leaving  no 
son,  then  to  that  son  or  sons  of  bis  executor,  vi^ich  his  executor 
should  think  fit  to  nominate. 

Lord  Keeper  Somers  decreed  that  this  was  a  good  executory 
devise ;  because  the  contingency  was  confined  to  the  period  of  a 
life  in  being. 

20.  R.  Ben  having  a  sister  who  had  been  formerly  married  to 

Carberry,  1  Sauod.  Uses.  4  Ed.  197.     See  also  Lanesborough  v.  Fox,  1  Cas.  Tem. 
Talb.  262.,  and  Bristow  v.  Boothby,  2  Sim  &  Stu.  465.] 
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one  Smith,  by  whom  she  had  issue  Augusta  Smith,  and  after-* 
wards  married  one  Wharton,  by  whom  she  had  issue  a  son  called 
Benjamin,  and  a  daughter  called  Mary,  devised  his  estate  to 
his  sister  Elizabeth,  for  so  long  time,  and  until  her  son  Benjamin 
Wharton  should  attain  his  full  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and 
after  he  attained  that  age,  then  to  the  said  Benjamin  and  his 
heirs  for  ever ;  and  if  he  died  before  his  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  then  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  Robert  Wharton,  and  to 
their  heirs  for  ever,  as  they  should  attain  their  age  of  twenty-one 
years.  The  testator  died ;  Benjamin  died  before  he  attained  the 
age  of  twenty-one,  living  Robert  his  father ;  and  afterwards 
Robert  died. 

It  was  determined  that  the  executory  devise  to  the  heirs  of  the 
body  of  Robert  Wharton  was  good.  iNow  the  heirs  of  the  body 
of  Robert  Wharton  could  not  take  until  after  their  father's 
death ;  for  nemo  est  hares  viventis :  and  since  that  heir  of  the 
body  of  Robert,  who  should  attain  twenty-one,  might  not  have 
been  bom  before  his  father's  death,  and  the  estate  could  not 
vest  in  him  until  he  attained  twenty-one,  it  follows  that  the 
estate  might  possibly  not  have  vested  under  that  limitation 
until  twenty-one  years  after  the  determination  of  a  life  then  in 
being. 

21.  Sir  W.  Stephens  devised  freehold  estates  to  his  grandson  Stephens «. 

.  .  .  .      Stephens, 

William  Stephens,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever;  but  in  case  his  Fonest,228. 
said  grandson  W.  Stephens  should  die  before  he  attained  his 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  he  gave  the  same  to  his  grandson 
Thomas  Stephens,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever ;  but  in  case  his 
grandson  Thomas  Stephens  should  depart  this  life  before  he  at- 
tained his  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  he  devised  the  said 
lands  to  such  other  son  of  the  body  of  his  daughter  Mary  Ste- 
phens as  should  happen  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever ;  the  elder  of  such  sons  to  take 
before  the  younger,  8cc. ;  and  to  the  several  and  respective  heirs 
male  of  the  body  of  such  son  and  sons,  and  the  heirs  male  of 
the  body  of  his  and  their  body  and  bodies.  And  for  default  of 
such  issue,  he  gave  the  said  lands  to  all  and  every  the  daughter 
and  daughters  of  the  said  Mary  Stephens  in  tail  male  ;  and  for 
want  of  such  issue,  he  devised  the  said  lands  to  his  brother  Sir 
Richard  Stephens,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever. 

The  testator  died,  leaving  William  and  Thomas  Stephens,  his 

B  b2 
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t\Vo  grandsons,  who  both  died  under  age.  Soon  after  the  death 
of  the  testator,  Mary  Stephens  had  another  son,  who  attained 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  the  question  was,  whether 
this  executory  devise  to  such  unborn  son  of  Mary  Stephens,  as 
should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  was  good. 

Lord  Talbot  directed  a  case  to  be  sent  to  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench,  and  the  Judges  of  that  Court,  Lord  Hardwicke,  and 
Justices  Page,  Probyn,  and  Lee,  certified  their  opinion,  that  they 
did  not  find  any  case  wherein  an  executory  devise  of  a  freehold 
had  been  held  good,  which  had  suspended  the  vesting  of  the 
estate  till  a  son  unborn  should  attain  his  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  except  the  case  of  Taylor  v.  Biddall ;  and  having  caused 
the  record  to  be  searched,  they  found  it  agree  in  the  material 
parts  with  the  printed  report.  And  therefore,  however  unwilling 
they  might  be  to  extend  executory  devises  beyond  the  rules  ge- 
nerally laid  down  by  their  predecessors,  yet  upon  the  authority 
of  that  judgment,  and  in  conformity  to  several  late  determina- 
tions, in  cases  of  terms  for  years,  and  considering  that  the  power 
of  alienation  would  not  be  restrained  longer  than  the  law  would 
restrain  it,  viz.  during  the  infancy  of  the  first  taker,  which  could 
not  reasonably  be  said  to  extend  to  a  perpetuity,  and  that  this 
construction  would  make  the  testator's  whole  disposition  take 
effect,  which  otherwise  would  be  defeated,  they  were,  therefore, 
of  opinion  that  the  devise  before  mentioned  might  be  good,  by 
way  of  executory  devise. 
Long  p.  Black-  22.  In  a  case  which  will  be  stated  hereafter  it  was  held,  that 
*  *  *     '  '    '  a  devise  to  an  infant  in  ventre  matris,  with  a  limitation  over,  upon 

failure  of  issue  of  his  body  at  the  time  of  his  death,  was  good, 
which  began  with  an  allowance  for  the  birth  of  a  paithumous 
child,  and  might  also  conclude  with  it. 
A  devise  after  a      23.  Where  an  executory  devise  is  limited  on  an  event  which 

general  failure  .1  -i,!.'     x-l  •   j     i_  ^«         j 

of  heirs  or  issue  ^^Y  ^^^  happen  witbm  the  period  above  mentioned;  as  upon  a 
IS  too  remote,     general  failure  of  heirs,  or  issue,  it  is  void,  as  too  remote,  and 

tending  to  a  perpetuity.  Nor  is  it  material,  in  such  cases,  how 
the  fact  actually  turns  out ;  for  the  possibility,  at  the  creation  of 
such  executory  limitation,  that  the  event  on  which  its  existence 
depends  may  exceed,  in  point  of  time,  the  limits  allowed,  vitiates 
it  ab  initio. 
Unless  restrain-  24.  But  where  the  generality  of  the  words  "heirs"  or  "issue" 
ailowi!  ^'     is  restrained  by  any  other  words,  to  the  period  allowed,  the  devise 
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over  will  be  good.  Thus  a  devise  over,  after  a  devise  to  a  person 
and  bis  heirs,  in  case  the  first  devisee  shall  happen  to  die,  leaving 
no  issue  behind  himi  has  been  held  good ;  these  words  being 
construed  to  mean,  having  no  issue  living  at  the  time  of  the  per- 
son's death. 

25.  A  person  devised  a  real  estate  in  the  following  words —  Porter  v.  Brad- 
'*  Item,  I  give  and  devise  unto  my  son  P.  D.,  his  heirs  and  assigns  i«.^D(^™  ^* 
forever,  all  that  messuage  and  tenement  wherein  I  now  live.  JJ^J,^',  ^«®" 
But  my  will  is»  that  in  case  my  son  P.  D.  shall  happen  to  die, 
leaving  no  issue  behind  him,  then  my  said  wife  shall  receive  and 
take  the  rents  and  profits  thereof." 

On  a  case  sent  from  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  the  Court  of 
K.  B.,  one  of  the  questions  was,  what  estate  P.  D.  took  under 
this  will. 

Lord  Kenyon  and  the  other  Judges  were  of  opinion  that  this 
case  was  not  to  be  distinguished  in  principle  from  that  of  Pells 
V.  Brown,  and  certified  in  the  following  words : — "  Having 
beard  counsel  in  the  case  above  referred  to  us,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  P.  D.  took  an  estate  in  fee  simple  in  the  premises  above 
devised  to  him.  But  as  P.  D.  died  without  issue  living  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  further  disposition 
made  by  the  testator  in  that  event,  is  good  by  way  of  executory 
devise.'' 

26.  A  person  devised  a  dwelling  house  to  his  grandson  T.  Roeo.  Jefieiy, 
Triswell  and  his  heirs  for  ever*     But  in  case  his  said  grandson       ^™' 
should  depart  this  life,  and  leave  (a)  no  issue,  then  his  will  was, 
that  the  said  dwelling  house,  &c.  should  be  and  return  to  E.  M . 
and  S.,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them. 

Lord  Kenyon  said,  nothing  could  be  clearer  in  point  of  law^ 
than  that  if  an  estate  were  given  to  A.  in  fee ;  and  by  way  of  ex- 
ecutory devise,  an  estate  was  given  over,  which  might  take  place 

(a)  [We  may  here  notice  the  following  observation  of  Mr.  Fearne,  "  Bat  though  the 
Courts  in  the  case  of  personal  estates  generally  incline  to  pay  attention  to  any  circum- 
stance or  expiesnon  in  the  will  that  seems  to  afibrd  a  ground  for  construing  a  limitatioQ 
after  dying  without  ianie  to  be  a  dying  without  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  party,  in 
Older  to  support  the  devise  over,  yet  in  the  case  of  a  real  estate,  it  seems  the  construction 
is  generally  otherwise  ;  for  there  we  are  to  consider,  the  interest  of  the  heir  at  law  is  con- 
cerned, which  is  always  much  favoured  by  our  laws."  In  support  of  this  observation 
many  late  decisions  might  be  cited,  the  following  will  be  sufficient.  Doe  v.  EUb,  9  East, 
382.  Tenny  V.  Agar,  13  ib.  253.  Dansey  v.  Griffiths,  4  Mau.  &Sel.  61.  Crooke  v. 
De  Vandes,  9  Ves.  197.] 


Ante,  f.  6. 
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within  a  life  or  lives  in  being,  and  twenty-one  years  and  the 
fraction  of  a  year  after ;  the  latter  was  good,  by  way  of  executory 
devise.  The  question  therefore  in  this  and  similar  cases  was, 
whether  from  the  whole  context  of  the  will  it  could  be  collected 
that,  when  an  estate  was  given  to  A.  and  his  heirs  for  ever,  bat 
if  he  died  without  issue,  then  over,  the  testator  meant  dying 
without  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  first  taker.  That  the 
rule  was  settled  so  long  ago  as  in  the  reign  of  James  I.,  in  the 
case  of  Pells  v.  Brown :  that  case  had  never  been  questioned  or 
shaken,  but  had  been  adverted  to  as  an  authority  in  every  sub- 
sequent case  respecting  executory  devises.  It  was  considered  as 
a  cardinal  point  on  this  head  of  the  law,  and  could  not  be 
departed  from  without  doing  as  much  violence  to  the  esta- 
blished law  of  the  land  as  (it  was  supposed  by  the  defendant's 
counsel)  the  Court  would  do,  if  they  decided  this  case  against 
him. 

On  looking  through  the  whole  of  the  will,  the  Court  had  no 
doubt  the  testator  meant  that  the  ''dying  without  issue"  should 
be  confined  to  a  failure  of  issue  at  the  death  of  the  first  taker ; 
for  the  persons  to  whom  it  was  given  over  were  then  in  existence, 
and  life  estates  only  given  to  them.  Taking  all  this  into  con- 
sideration together,  it  was  impossible  not  to  see  that  the  failure 
of  issue  intended  by  the  testator,  was  to  be,  a  failure  of  issue  at 
the  death  of  the  first  taker ;  and  if  so  the  rule  of  law  was  not  to 
be  controverted ;  it  was  merely  a  question  of  intention,  and  the 
Court  was  clearly  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  doubt  about  the 
testator's  intention. 

27.  In  the  case  of  a  devise  in  fee  simple,  with  an  executory 
devise  over,  it  has  been  held  that  a  right  to  curtesy  attaches  on 
the  first  estate,  and  is  not  defeated  by  its  determination. 

28.  Joseph  Sutton  devised  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  in  trust 
lecu  Jar.  yoI.'i.  ^^  ^PP^Y  ^^^  TentA  for  the  maintenance  and  education  of  bis 
P^l  6M°**  ^    grand-daughter  Mary  Barrs,  till  she  should  arrive  at  the  age  of 

twenty-one  years,  or  be  married ;  and  from  and  after  the  said 
Mary  Barrs  should  have  attained  her  age  of  twenty-one  years  or 
should  be  married,  he  gave  the  said  lands  to  the  said  Mary 
Barrs,  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever ;  but  in  case  the  said  Mary 
Barrs  should  die  before  she  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
and  without  leaving  issue,  then  from  and  after  the  decease  of 


Curtesy  at* 
taches  on  the 
fiist  estate. 


Buckworth  «• 
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the  said  Mary  Barrs  as  aforesaid,  he  gave  and  devised  the 
said  estates  to  his  grandson.  Mary  Barrs  married  Solomon 
Hanford,  and  had  a  child  who  died  in  her  lifetime ;  she  died 
soon  after,  being  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and 
without  leaving  any  issue.  Solomon  Hanford  the  husband  re- 
ceived the  rents  of  the  estate  during  the  coverture  in  right  of 
bis  wife. 

A  question  was  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  this 
case,  whether  Hanford  was  entitled  to  be  tenant  by  the  cur- 
tesy. 

Lord  Mansfield  said,  the  right  of  tenant  by  the  curtesy  existed 
at  the  common  law;  and  the  necessary  points  were,  that  the 
wife  be  seised  of  an  estate  of  inheritance,  which  by  possibility 
might  descend  to  her  issue,  and  that  issue  should  be  born. 
Estates  at  common  law  were  either  absolute;  or  conditional;  cur- 
tesy was  incident  to  both,  and  existed  when  the  wife  died  with- 
out issue  inheritable,  which  let  in  the  reverter.     As  to  fees  con- 
ditional, the  estate  did  not  become  absolute  by  the  birth  of  a 
child  inheritable,  but  in  odium  of  perpetuities,  it  was  for  a  spe- 
cial purpose  become  absolute,  if  issue  were  born ;  that  is,  the 
donee  might  alien ;  but  the  estate  was  to  descend  and  revert, 
according  to  the  entail,  if  not  aliened.    At  common  law  the  only 
modification  of  estates  expressly  limited  was  by  condition  ;  the 
statute  of  Uses  introduced  more  qualifications  of  estates,  ex- 
pressly limited.     About  the  reign  of  Elizabeth  and  James  I. 
many  cases  in  odium  of  perpetuities  were  determined,  to  prevent 
and  defeat  such  an  application  of  the  statute  of  Uses.    The 
Courts  leaned  against  contingent  limitations  over ;  but  having 
gone  a  great  way  on  that  side,  they  began  to  think  they  went 
too  far.     New  devices  were  contrived  at  the  time  of  the  troubles, 
and  practised  after  the  restoration,  such  as  trustees  to  preserve 
contingent  remainders,  and  executory  devises.     It  was  not  long 
that  the  bounds  of  them  had  been  settled :  it  was  in  his  time 
that  the  courts  first  held  they  might  wait  during  a  life  in  being, 
and  twenty-one  years  after.     Now  it  was  contended  that  this 
was  a  conditional  limitation  :  it  was  no  such  thing ;  there  was  no 
condition  in  it ;  it  was  a  contingent  limitation.     If  it  was  a  limi- 
tation it  did  not  defeat  the  right  of  the  husband  to  be  tenant  by 
the  curtesy  ;  the  husband  might  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy  though 
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the  estate  was  spent     But  how  was  it  when  she  was  alive ;  here 
the  wife  was  seised  in  fee  simple  during  her  life,  and  such  an  one 
as  the  issue  might  inherit^  if  they  had  not  been  disappointed  by 
death. 
Vide  1  Inst.  Judgment  was  given  that  Hanford  was  entitled  to  be  tenant 

by  the  curtesy. 
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Section  I. 

Thb  second  sort  of  executory  devise  is  where  the  devisor^  with-  Deyiseofafre«« 
out  departing  with  the  immediate  fee,  gives  a  future  estate  of  mence  infuturo. 
freehold,  to  arise  either  upon  a  contingency,  or  at  a  period  cer-  j^.'^sggl^^.e. 
tain ;  unpreceded  by,  or  not  having  the  requisite  connexion  with, 
any  immediate  freehold,  to  give  it  effect  as  a  remainder. 

2.  Thus  where  a  person  devised  lands  to  J.  S.  for  five  years,  ?*^*ll?^;j-a 

C/FO*  Jiiliz*  o7o. 

to  commence  at  the  next  Michaelmas  after  the  death  of  the  tes*  Forrest.  48. 
tator ;  remainder  to  C.  and  his  heirs.    The  testator  died  before 
Michaelmas.    It  was  agreed  that  the  devise  over  was  good  as  an 
executory  devise. 

3.  So  where  A.  devised  lands  to  B.  in  fee,  to  commence  and  Clarke  o.Smith, 

1         /y  1^1  •11,.  lLutw.fo.798. 

take  effect  six  months  after  the  testators  death ;  this  was  ad- 
judged to  be  a  good  executory  devise. 

4.  A  devise  to  an  infant  in  ventre  matris,  is  an  executory  de-  \  wuirR?206. 
vise  of  this  kind ;  as  it  necessarily  implies  a  disposition  to  take 

effect  at  the  birth  of  the  child.    Such  a  devise  was  formerly 

held  void ;  but  it  was  always  understood  that  a  devise  to  an 

infant,  when  he  should  be  born,   was  good  as  an  ezacutory  Soowev.Cut- 

devise. 
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Ex.  Dev.  397,        6.  Mr.  Feame  says,  where  a  particular  estate  of  freehold  is 

first  demised,  capable  in  its  own  nature  of  supporting  a  remainder, 
followed  by  a  limitation  not  immediately  connected  with,  or 
commencing  from  its  expiration,  as  the  latter  limitation  is  inca- 
pable of  taking  effect  as  a  remainder,  there  seems  to  be  no  ob- 
stacle to  its  validity  as  an  executory  devise.    Therefore,  although 
in  the  case  of  a  lease  for  life  to  A.,  and  after  the  death  of  A.  and 
one  day  after,  that  the  land  shall  remain  to  B.  for  life ;  it  seems 
that  the  limitation  to  B.  is  void  as  a  remainder,  because  not  to 
take  effect  immediately  upon  the  determination  of  the  first  estate; 
yet  in  the  case  of  a  similar  limitation  by  will,  there  appears  to  be 
no  ground  for  denying  effect  to  such  ulterior  limitation  as  an  ex- 
ecutory devise. 
Deviiesofthis        6.  In  consequence  of  the  rule  already  stated,  that  no  devise 
rappOTtedu^    shall  be  considered  as  executory,  which  may  be  supported  as  a 
remaiDders.        remainder,  several  cases  have  arisen  where  there  has  been  a  de- 
vise of  a  particular  estate,  with  a  devise  over,  in  which  the  devise 
over  has  been  held  to  be  a  remainder,  supported  by  the  preceding 
particular  estate. 
Ante,  8. 2.  7.  Thus,  in  Pay's  case.  Lord  Talbot  said,  that  if  the  testator 

had  lived  to  Michaelmas,  then  it  had  been  a  good  remainder. 
Purefoy  0.  Bo-       8.  A  testator  devised  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  to  her  son,  after 
gen,     aun  .    ^^^q  death  of  his  mother,  if  she  should  have  a  son ;  and  if  such 

son  should  die  within  age,  then  to  the  right  heirs  of  the  devisor. 
The  testator  died  without  issue ;  his  wife  married  again,  and  had 
a  sou.  It  was  adjudged  that  the  estate  limited  to  that  son,  was 
not  an  executory  devise,  but  a  contingent  remainder ;  because 
the  mother  had  an  estate  of  freehold  capable  of  supporting  it. 
Doev.  Morgan,  9.  George  Mussell  devised  lands  to  Elizabeth  his  wife  for  life, 
enn.    .      .  |.Q|ii|||Qder  ^q  }^|g  ^j^  Ebeuezer  Mussell,  for  ninety-nine  years,  if 

he  should  so  long  live ;  and  after  the  several  deceases  of  his  wife 
and  son,  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  Ebenezer. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  devise  to  the  heirs  of  the  body 
of  Ebenezer  should  be  considered  as  an  executory  devise,  or  as 
a  contingent  remainder. 

Lord  Kenyon  said,  if  ever  there  existed  a  rule  respecting 
executory  devises,  which  had  uniformly  prevailed,  without  any 
exception  to  the  contrary,  it  was  that  which  was  laid  down  by 
Lord  Hale  in  the  case  of  Purefoy  v.  Rogers. — That  where  a 
contingency  is  limited    to  depend  on  an   estate   of  freehold, 
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which  is  capable  of  supporting  a  remainder,  it  shall  never  be 
construed  to  be  an  executory  devise,  but  a  contingent  remain- 
der. And  therefore  the  Court  determined  that  the  devise  to  the 
heirs  of  the  body  of  Ebenezer  was  a  contingent  remainder, 
which  was  originally  supported  by  the  estate  for  life  devised  to 
Elizabeth^  and  was  defeated  by  her  death  before  that  of  Ebenezer. 

10.  Whenever  the  first  devise  can  be  construed  to  pass  an 
estate  tail  only,  the  devise  over  will  be  deemed  a  remainder  ex- 
pectant on  the  determination  of  such  an  estate  tail ;  and  not  an 
executory  devise. 

11.  John  Spalding  having  issue  three  sons,  John,  Thomas,  and  SpddjDg  v. 
William,  devised  lands  to  John  the  eldest  son,  and  the  heirs  of  Car.  185. 
his  body,  after  the  death  of  Alice,  the  devisor's  wife ;  and  if 

John  died,  living  Alice,  that  William  should  be  his  heir.    John 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  Alice,  leaving  a  son. 

It  was  determined  that  the  construction  of  the  will  should  be, 
that  if  John  died  without  issue,  living  Alice,  William  should 
have  the  lands ;  and  that  it  should  not  be  construed,  where  he 
limited  first  to  John  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  that  by  this  limi-  See  Doe  «. 
tation  he  intended,  if  he  died,  living  Alice,  that  William  should  ^  £ait,486. 
be  his  heir,  John  having  issue,  and  thereby  to  disinherit  the 
heirs  of  John's  body. 

12.  A  testator  having  charged  certain  legacies  on  his  lands.  Wealthy  v.  Bw- 
devised  that  in  case  his  son  T.  should  happen  to  die  before  he  temp.  Hard- 
married,  or  being  married  should  have  no  children,  then  his  lands 
should  remain  and  descend  equally  to  his  daughters  and  their 
heirs,  paying,  8cc. ;  and  in  case  both  his  daughters  should  die 
without  being  married,  or  being  married  should  have  no  children, 
then  he  willed  that  all  his  estate  should  descend  to  I.  M. :  and 
at  the  end  of  the  will  he  gave  and  devised  all  his  estate,  real  and 
personal,  not  already  disposed  of  by  his  will,  to  his  son  T. 

After  the  testator's  death,  his  son  T.  entered,  suffered  a  reco- 
very, and  died  without  issue ;  upon  which  his  sisters  entered, 
suffered  a  recovery,  and  died  also  without  issue ;  and  the  heir  of 
L  M.  entered. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  devise  to  I.  M.  was  a  remain- 
der depending  on  a  particular  preceding  estate  in  the  son  and 
daughters,  or  an  executory  devise. 

Lord  Hardwicke  said,  there  were  two  rules  which  went  a  great 
way  in  determining  the  case.    First,  that  no  limitation  should 


ap.  I 
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be  construed  to  be  an  executory  devise,  if  it  could  be  ipade  good 
by  way  of  remainder.  Secondly,  that  it  was  immaterial  in  a  will 
which  words  were  first  or  last,  as  the  construction  must  be  made 
upon  the  whole  will ;  and  here,  in  the  subsequent  part  of  the 
will,  there  was  an  express  devise  of  all  the  residue ;  sp  that, 
taking  the  two  clauses  together,  there  wa^  an  es^press  devise  to 
the  son :  and  it  was  given  by  the  word  estate,  ^hich  w^  suffi- 
cient to  carry  the  fee ;  so  that  it  amounted  to  a  devise  to  the  son 
and  his  heirs,  and  if  he  died  without  issue,  remainder  over ; 
which  was  an  estate  tail.  But  if  that  were  not  so  cle^r,  yet  as 
to  the  daughters  no  objection  could  be  raised  ;  for  there  was  a 
devise  to  them,  and  if  they  died  wi^piit  issue,  8(c. ;  so  that  their 
recovery  was  sufficient  to  bar  the  remainder :  and  the  limitation 
being  clearly  good  as  a  remainder,  cp^ld  nqt  be  consider^  ^s  an 
executory  devise. 
Must  Test  with-  13,  The  Tules  established  for  preventing  perpetuities  are 
idioweS!"         applied  to  the  second  sort  of  executory  devises^  as  well  as  to  the 

first ;  and  therefore,  in  all  cases  where  a  freehold  estate  is  devised, 
to  commence  infuturOf  it  must  vest  within  the  cpn)pas$  of  a  life 
or  lives  in  being,  and  twenty*oqe  years  and  9omp  months  after, 
otherwise  it  will  be  void. 

14.  It  should  however  be  observed  here,  that  by  th^  time  of 
vesting  is  meant  the  vesting  of  the  freehold ;  for  although  lands 
should  be  limited  for  a  long  term  of  years,  with  remainder  to  the 
unborn  ^on  of  a  person  then  living,  this  executory  devise  to  an 
unborn  son  would  be  good,  because  the  vesting  of  the  freehold  is 
confined  to  the  period  of  a  life  in  being ;  for  upon  the  birth  of 
such  son,  the  freehold  would  vest  in  him,  or  upon  the  death  of 
such  person  without  leaving  a  son,  either  actually  born,  or  m 
ventre  matris,  it  would  vest  in  soroe  other  person,  subject  only,  in 
either  case,  to  the  preceding  term. 
Goreo.  Gore,         15.  W.  Oore  devised  certain  lands  to  trustees  aqd  their  heirs, 

to  the  use  of  the  said  trustees  for  five  hundred  years,  upon  seve- 
ral trusts,  and  from  and  after  the  determination  of  that  estate, 
then  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  testator's  eldest 
son  Thomas  Gore  in  tail  male,  remainder  over.  Thomas  Oore 
had  no  child  when  the  testator  di?d»  but  afterwards  bad  a  son. 

The  Court  of  K.  B.  was  of  opinion  that  the  devise  to  the  eldest 
son  of  Thomas  Gore  was  void :  that  it  could  not  be  good  as  a 
remainder,  for  want  of  a  freehold  to  support  it^  and  that  it  could 
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not  take  effect  as  an  executory  devise,  because  it  was  too  remote, 
▼iz.  after  five  hundred  years.  But  the  case  having  been  sent  to 
the  Court  of  K.  B.  some  years  after.  Lord  Hardwicke,  Ch.  J., 
together  with  Justices  Page,  Probyn,  and  Lee,  certified  their 
opinion,  against  that  of  their  predecessors,  ^'  that  this  was  a 
good  executory  devise,  and  not  too  remote ;  for  it  must  in  all 
events  one  way  or  other  happen  upon  the  death  of  Thomas  Gore, 
whether  he  should  have  a  son  or  not ;  and  either  upon  the  birth 
of  the  son,  or  upon  his  death  without  issue,  the  freehold  must 
vest." 

16.  Where  an  estate  is  devised  to  a  person  upon  an  event 
which  is  too  remote,  a  devise  over  depending  on  the  same  event 
is  also  void. 

17.  Mary  Proctor  devised  to  the  first  or  other  son  of  her  grand^  Proctor  v.  £p. 

Bath   2  H 

son  Thomas  Proctor  that  should  be  bred  a  clergyman,  and  be  in  Black.  358. 
holy  orders,  and  to  his  heirs  and  assigns,  all  her  right  of  presen- 
tation to  the  rectory  of  West  Coker :  but  in  case  her  said  grand* 
son  Thomas  Proctor  should  have  no  son,  then  she  gave  the  said 
presentation  to  her  grandson  Thomas  Moore,  his  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever.  Thomas  Proctor  died  without  having  ever 
had  a  son.  The  question  was,  whether  these  devises  were 
good  or  not. 

It  was  contended  that  the  first  devise  was  void,  as  being  too 
remote ;  for  Thomas  Proctor  had  no  son  bom  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  testatrix ;  and  if  he  ever  should  have  a  son,  he 
would  not  necessarily  be  in  orders  within  twenty-one  years  after 
his  birth.  By  the  canons  of  the  church  no  person  could  be  ad- 
mitted into  deacon's  orders,  before  the  age  of  twenty-Hiree, 
without  a  faculty ;  nor  could  he  be  ordained  priest  before 
twenty-four.  And  the  devise  to  Thomas  Moore  was  liable  to  the 
same  objection,  on  account  of  the  remoteness  of  the  contingency 
on  which  it  was  to  take  effect ;  for  supposing  there  had  been  no 
previous  devise  to  the  son  of  Thomas  Proctor,  the  devise  to 
Thomas  Mx>ore  would  be  to  him,  if  Thomas  Proctor  had  no  son 
in  orders ;  but  no  time  was  fixed  for  his  taking  orders ;  and  such 
devise  being  void  in  its  original  creation,  could  not  be  made 
good  by  the  subsequent  circumstance  of  Thomas  Proctor's 
having  no  son;  and  the  devise  could  not  be  considered  as 
alternate.  The  Court  was  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  first  devise 
to  the  son  of  Thomas  Proctor  was  void ;  from  the  uncertainty  as 
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to  the  time  when  such  son,  if  be  bad  any,  might  take  orders. 
And  that  the  devise  over  to  Moore,  as  it  depended  on  the  same 
event,  was  also  void ;  for  the  words  of  the  will  would  not  admit 
of  the  contingency  being  divided,  as  was  the  case  in  Longhead 
v.  Phelps.  And  there  was  no  instance  in  which  a  limitation 
after  a  prior  devise,  which  was  void  from  the  contingency  being 
too  remote,  had  been  let  in  to  take  effect ;  but  the  contrary  was 
expressly  decided  in  the  House  of  Lords,  in  the  case  of  the  Earl 
of  Chatham  v.  Tothill,  in  which  the  Judges  founded  their  opinion 
on  Butterfield  v.  Butterfield.  Consequently  the  heir  at  law  of 
the  testatrix  was  entitled. 

18.  In  consequence  of  the  rule  that  an  estate  devised,  to 
commence  in  fuluro,  must  vest  within  the  period  above  men- 
tioned ;  a  devise  after  failure  of  the  heirs  or  issue  of  A.,  where 
no  estate  is  already  vested  or  given  by  the  express  words  of  the 
will,  or  arises  by  implication  to  such  heirs  or  issue,  is  void  in  its 
creation.  For  if  A.  should  have  heirs  or  issue,  they  might  last 
for  ever,  and  while  they  did  last,  there  would  be  nobody  who 
could  bar  the  estate  thus  devised ;  so  that  a  perpetuity  would 
be  created. 

19.  T.  C.  being  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  wife  for 
life,  remainder  to  his  own  right  heirs,  made  his  will,  in  which 
were  these  words : — ''  Item,  my  land  at  W.  my  wife  Mary  is  to 
enjoy  for  her  life ;  after  her  death,  it  of  right  goes  to  my  daugh- 
ter Elizabeth  for  ever,  provided  she  has  heirs.  But  if  my  said 
daughter  dies  before  her  mother,  or  without  heirs,  and  my  said 
wife  Mary  should  marry  again,  and  should  have  heirs  male,  I 
bequeath  all  my  said  right  in  W.  to  her  heirs  male  by  her  second 
husband." 

Mary  the  wife  died  before  Elizabeth  the  daughter,  but  Mary 
had  married  a  second  husband,  and  had  issue  male;  and  the 
question  was,  whether  the  devise  to  them  was  good. 

It  was  resolved  that  no  estate  was  devised  to  the  daughter; 
what  was  said  in  the  will  respecting  her,  being  only  a  declara- 
tion how  she  was  to  enjoy  the  estate ;  for  the  testator  could 
not  say, ''  It  of  right  goes  to  my  daughter,"  if  she  claimed  under 
the  will.  It  was  therefore  a  devise  after  a  general  failure  of  heirs 
of  the  daughter,  which  was  too  remote. 

20.  Sir  Oeorge  Lane,  upon  the  marriage  of  his  son  James 
Lane,  settled  certain  lands  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  remain- 
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der  to  his  son  James  Lane  for  99  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  l^^"?!,^*',  « 
remainder  to  trustees  and  their  heirs  during  the  life  of  James,  to 
support  contingent  remainders  ;  remainder  to  the  first  and  other 
sons  of  the  said  James  by  his  then  intended  wife,  successively 
in  tail  male ;  remainder  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  James ; 
remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  Sir  George.  The  marriage  was 
had,  and  afterwards  Sir  George  made  his  will,  and  devised  the 
lands  comprised  in  the  settlement,  on  failure  of  issue  of  the  body 
of  James  Lane,  and  for  want  of  heirs  male  of  his  own  body,  to 
his  daughter  Frances  Lane,  and  the  heirs  of  her  body.  And  in 
a  subsequent  part  of  his  will  he  devised,  that  if  his  son  James 
should  die  without  issue  male,  and  his  (the  testator's)  wife  sur- 
vived him,  his  wife  should  have  his  house  and  park  at  R.  during 
her  life. 

After  the  death  of  Sir  G.  Lane,  (who  became  Lord  Lanesbo- 
rough,)  leaving  the  said  James  his  only  son  and  heir,  and  two 
daughters  by  his  first  wife,  and  the  said  Frances  Lane  by  his  se- 
cond wife,  the  trustees  joined  with  James  Lane  in  making  a 
tenant  to  the  pradpe ;  and  a  common  recovery  was  suffered  of 
the  estates  comprised  in  the  settlement. 

James  Lane  Lord  Lanesborough  died  without  issue,  and 
Frances  Lane  married  Henry  Fox,  and  died,  leaving  issue  George 
Fox  her  eldest  son,  who  brought  an  ejectment  for  the  recovery 
of  the  estate.  A  special  verdict  was  found,  and  judgment  was 
given  in  the  courts  of  Exchequer  and  Exchequer  Chamber  in 
Ireland,  for  the  plaintiff  Fox. 

An  appeal  was  brought  to  the  House  of  Lords  of  England,  and 
two  questions  were  put  to  the  Judges,  I.  Whether  Lord  James  Cases  temp, 
took  any  other  or  greater  estate  by  the  will,  than  by  the  settle- 
ment? To  which  they  answered,  that  Lord  James  could  not 
take  any  estate  tail,  no  alteration  being  made  by  the  will ;  and 
that  no  estate  was  raised  to  Lord  James  by  implication.  II. 
Whether  Frances  Lane  took  any  estate  under  the  will  of  Lord 
George?  To  which  they  answered,  that  she  took  no  estate 
whatever,  but  that  the  devise  to  her  was  absolutely  void  in  its 
creation,  as  being  on  too  remote  a  contingency.  Whereupon  the  Vide  infn, 
judgment  was  reversed. 

21.  Mrs.  Mostyn,  on  the  marriage  of  her  niece  Mrs.  Wynn,  S°^"?*?** 
who  afterwards  became  her  heir  at  law,  with  Doctor  Wynn,  en-  i  Black.  R. 
tered  into  articles,  covenanting  to  settle  an  estate  for  life  on  AJrs.  ^{^  j^^^* 
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Vide  Fearne's     Wynn,  with  remainder  to  the  issue  of  that  marriage  in  tail,  with 
ed.  456.  the  reversion  to  herself  in  fee,  whenever  Doctor  Wynn  should 

have  settled  his  own  estate  to  the  same  uses.    Mrs.  Mostyn  by 

her  will,  reciting  the  articles,  gave  her  equitable  reversion  in  the 

premises  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  Mrs.  Mostyn  by  any  after- 

fHabergham  v.  taken  husband,  and  for  want  of  such  issue,  remainder  over  to 

92.  2  Ves.  i.  '  Charles  Lloyd  in  tail.    Mrs.  Wynn  died  without  issue,  living 

HoU"r«.   her  husband. 

394.  note.]  It  was  determined  that  this  was  a  future  executory  devise  of 

the  reversion  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  Mrs.  Mostyn,  by  her 
second  husband,  during  the  first  marriage,  on  failure  of  heirs  of 
her  body  by  her  first  husband ;  which  was  too  remote,  and  there- 
fore void. 

Exceptions.  22.  There  are,  however,  some  cases  in  which  a  devise,  after  a 

I.  A  devise  of  a  i  /•  m  /»  i.    •  •  •  <       t^*     .        i 

reversion.  general  failure  of  heirs  or  issue,  is  good.     First,  where  a  person 

entitled  to  a  reversion,  expectant  on  the  determination  of  an 

estate  tail,  devises  the  lands  to  another,  after  failure  of  issue  of 

[3  Atk.  449.]     the  tenant  in  tail ;  this  is  held  to  be  an  immediate  devise  of  the 

reversion,  and  therefore  good.  For  the  estate  devised  commences 
on  the  death  of  the  testator;  and  the  words  which  have  a  future 
prospect  are  used  to  denote,  not  the  commencement  of  the  estate 
devised,  but  the  event  on  which  the  estate  shall  take  eflPect  in 
possession ;  and  there  can  be  no  danger  of  a  perpetuity,  be- 
cause the  reversion  thus  devised  may  be  barred  at  any  time  by 
a  recovery,  suffered  by  the  person  having  the  preceding  estate 
tail. 
Badger*.  23.  Th US  where  a  person  conveyed  his  estate  to  the  use  of 

Ray»623.  himself  for  99  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  remainder  to  his 

1  Salk.  232.       ^jfg  \^  the  same  manner ;  remainder  to  his  son  in  the  same 

manner ;  remainder  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  during  the  lives 
of  the  father  and  son,  to  preserve  contingent  remainders ;  remain- 
der to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  son  in  tail  male ;  remainder 
to  the  father  in  fee.  The  father  made  his  will,  and  after  reciting 
the  settlement,  devised  the  lands,  after  the  death  of  his  son 
without  issue  male,  to  another  son. 

It  was  objected  that  the  devise  was  executory ;  and  as  it 
could  only  take  effect  on  the  death  of  the  son  without  issue,  it 
was  void,  as  being  too  remote.  But  to  this  it  was  answered, 
that  here  a  man  entitled  to  a  reversion,  expectant  on  an  estate 
tail,  devised  it,  after  the  death  of  the  tenant  in  tail  without 
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issae,  to  another :  this  was  not  an  executory,  but  an  immediate 
devise ;  and  the  words,  '^  from  and  after/'  were  only  a  declara- 
tion when  it  should  take  effect  in  possession.  If  the  son  had 
not  an  estate  tail  in  the  land,  but  the  devises  had  been  after  the 
death  of  a  stranger  without  issue,  they  would  have  been  execu- 
tory devises,  and  void  by  reason  of  the  remoteness  of  the  possi- 
bility ;  but  here  they  were  limited  after  the  determination  of  the 
particular  estate. 

24.  In  the  case  of  Lanesborough  v.  Fox,  Mr.  Fearne  observes  Ante.  s.  20. 
that  the  limitation  to  the  daughter  was  future,  to  arise  after  Dev.447.ed.8. 
failure  of  issue  of  the  body  of  James  Lane,  and  the  heirs  male 

of  the  body  of  the  testator.  Now  there  was  no  subsisting  estate 
extending  to  the  issue  of  the  body  of  James  Lane  generally,  the 
settlement  being  confined  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male, 
and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  :  nor  indeed  was  there  any  estate 
tail  in  the  testator  himself  to  extend  to  the  heirs  male  of  his  own 
body :  therefore  the  estate  devised  by  the  testator  to  his  daughter 
could  not  be  considered  as  a  reversion  expectant  on  such  pre- 
ceding estates.  And  though  it  should  be  granted  that  as  the 
testator  had  but  one  son,  and  there  was  a  limitation  by  the  set- 
tlement to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  such  son  in  tail  male,  the 
devise,  for  want  of  heirs  male  of  the  testator's  own  body,  might 
have  been  construed  as  a  devise  of  the  reversion,  expectant  on 
failure  of  the  sons  of  his  son,  and  the  heirs  male  of  their  bodies ; 
yet,  as  there  was  no  pre-existing  estate  extending  to  issue  female 
of  the  body  of  James  Lane,  it  was  impossible  to  consider  the 
devise  on  failure  of  issue  generally  of  the  body  of  James  Lane, 
as  the  devise  of  a  reversion  expectant  on  failure  of  such  issue ; 
there  being  no  preceding  estate  extending  to  that  period  ;  con- 
sequently, unless  such  a  preceding  estate  was  raised  by  impli- 
cation, which  was  not  admitted,  the  devise  to  the  daughter  was 
not  the  devise  of  a  reversion,  but  was  an  executory  limitation, 
unsupported  by  any  preceding  estate ;  and  being  not  to  take 
eiFect  till  after  a  general  failure  of  issue,  was  therefore  too 
remote. 

25.  Sir  William  Morgan,  upon  his    marriage    with    Lady  Jones©. Mor- 
Kachael  Cavendish,  settled  certain  estates  in  the  counties  of  pari.  Ca.  323. 
Monmouth  and  Glamorgan,  upon  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  lu^eth^u 
trustees  to  support  contingent  remainders ;  remainder,  subject  ^PP*  ^^'  ^ 
to  a  jointure  rent-charge  to  his  wife,  to  his  first  and  other  sons 
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by  Lady  R.  C.  successively  in  tail  male ;  reversion  to  himself  in 
fee.  Afterwards  Sir  W.  Morgan,  having  two  sons  by  that  mar- 
riage, William  and  Edward,  made  his  will;  and  after  giving 
certain  specific  things  to  his  wife  and  his  sons,  and  making  a 
disposition  of  other  lands  in  the  said  counties,  which  he  had 
purchased  after  his  marriage,  he  proceeded  in  these  words : — 
**  And  forasmuch  as  it  is  my  will,  intent,  and  meaning,  that  in 
case  my  said  two  sons  now  living,  or  •  any  other  son  or  sons  of 
mine  lawfully  begotten,  hereafter  to  be  born,  should  die  without 
issue  male  of  their  bodies,  or  of  the  body  of  some  or  one  of  them, 
lawfully  to  be  begotten  ;  after  their  respective  decease,  without 
issue  male  as  aforesaid,  that  then  all  and  singular  my  messuages, 
8cc.  within  the  several  counties  of  Monmouth  and  Glamorgan, 
and  not  herein-before  devised,  shall  be  devised  and  settled  to 
and  for  the  several  uses,  intents  and  purposes  herein-after  men- 
tioned, limited,  expressed,  and  declared :  it  is  therefore  my  will, 
intent,  and  meaning,  that  in  case  my  said  sons  William  and 
Edward,  or  any  other  son  or  sons  of  mine  hereafter  to  be  bom  as 
aforesaid,  shall  happen  to  die  respectively  without  any  issue 
male  of  their  bodies,  or  of  the  body  of  some  or  one  of  them  as 
aforesaid ;  and  in  such  case,  if  it  shall  so  happen,  then  I  give 
and  devise  the  remainder  of  all  and  singular  my  messuages,  &c. 
within  the  several  counties  of  Monmouth  and  Glamorgan,  and 
not  herein  and  hereby  before  devised,  and  the  reversion  and 
reversions,  remainder  and  remainders  of  the  same  premises,  to 
my  said  brother  Thomas  Morgan,  for  and  during  the  term  of  his 
natural  life,  but  subject  nevertheless  to  the  several  provisoes 
and  payments  mentioned  and  contained  in  my,  said  marriage 
settlement."  The  testator  then  limits  the  same  lands  to  trus- 
tees, during  the  life  of  Thomas  Morgan,  to  preserve  contingent 
remainders  ;  remainder  to  Thomas  Morgan,  the  son  of  the  said 
Thomas  Morgan,  during  his  life ;  remainder  to  his  first  and  other 
sons  in  tail  male,  with  divers  remainders  over. 

The  testator  died,  leaving  his  said  wife,  and  his  said  two  sons, 
and  also  two  daughters  by  her.  And  one  of  the  questions  upon 
this  will  was,  whether  the  residuary  devise  over  to  Thomas  Mor- 
gan and  his  son  was  not  void,  as  being  a  future  limitation,  not 
to  take  effect  till  after  the  failure  of  issue  of  persons  who  took 
no  preceding  estate  ;  namely,  of  all  the  other  sons  of  Sir  Wil- 
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liam  Morgan  by  any  future  wife.  For  the  limitation  to  Thomas 
Morgan  was  not  expressed  to  take  effect  upon  failure  of  issue 
male  of  the  testator's  sons  by  his  then  wife,  in  which  case  it 
would  have  been  good  as  an  immediate  devise  of  the  reversion, 
expectant  on  the  estates  in  tail  male  limited  to  such  sons  by  the 
settlement ;  but  the  words  were  general  and  comprehensive,  ex- 
tending in  point  of  expression  as  well  to  the  future  sons  of  the 
testator,  by  any  after-taken  wife,  as  by  his  then  wife ;  and  if  so, 
this  limitation  could  not  be  a  devise  of  the  reversion  immedi- 
ately expectant  on  the  estates  subsisting,  or  created  by  the  set- 
tlement, but  was  a  future  devise,  without  any  preceding  estate 
to  support  it;  and  then,  as  it  could  not  take  effect  as  a  re- 
mainder, it  could  be  considered  only  as  an  executory  devise ;  in 
which  light  it  must  be  void,  for  it  was  too  remote,  as  being 
limited  to  vest  on  a  general  failure  of  issue. 

In  support  of  the  devise,  it  was  contended,  that  the  testator 
had  not  a  future  marriage  in  view,  or  any  children  not  provided 
for  by  the  settlement.  That  this  appeared  from  his  giving  some 
specific  legacies  to  his  wife,  naming  her  one  of  his  executors, 
and  one  of  the  guardians  of  his  children.  Therefore  the  words, 
''  or  any  other  son  or  sons,"  &c.  should  be  understood  as  con- 
fined to  sons  by  his  then  wife ;  and  under  that  construction  the 
limitation  in  question  would  be  as  good  as  an  immediate  devise 
of  the  reversion,  subject  to  the  estates  created  by  the  settlement ; 
or  that  if  those  words  did  extend  to  children  by  a  future  mar- 
riage, still  the  limitation  in  question  might  be  supported,  by 
raising  implied  estates  tail  to  such  children. 

Upon  a  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  K.  B.,  the 
Judges  of  that  court  certified — "  They  were  of  opinion  that  the 
event  of  a  second  marriage  was  not  in  the  testator's  contempla- 
tion :  but  supposing  that,  from  the  generality  of  the  description, 
the  words  "  any  afler-born  son,"  should  be  extended  to  the  son 
of  any  future  marriage ;  they  were  of  opinion  that  from  the  ma- 
nifest intent  of  the  testator,  expressly  declared  in  his  will,  such 
son  must  take  an  estate  tail.  Consequently  they  were  of  opinion 
that,  either  way,  a  remainder  after  estates  tail,  was  devised  to 
Thomas  Morgan,  who  by  virtue  of  the  said  limitation,  upon 
failure  of  the  sons  of  the  testator  without  issue  male,  was  en- 
titled to  all  the  lands  in  the  counties  of  Monmouth  and  Ola- 

c  c  2 
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morgan,  devised  by  the  residuary  clause  in  the  said  will,  for 
life;  with  remainder  according  to  the  limitations  in  the  said 
will." 

Lord  Bathurst  decreed  accordingly.  He  concurred  entirely  with 
the  opinion  certified  by  the  Judges,  in  regard  to  the  event  of  a  fu- 
ture marriage  not  being  in  the  testator's  contemplation ;  and  con- 
sequently that  the  words,  ''  or  any  other  son  or  sons/'  were  to  be 
restrained  to  sons  of  the  first  marriage.  But  as  to  the  raising 
an  estate  tail  to  any  sons  of  a  future  marriage,  he  expressed 
himself  inclined  to  the  opinion,  that  he  was  bound  by  the  deci- 
sion of  the  House  of  Lordsi  in  the  case  of  Lanesborough  v. 
Fox,  as  a  direct  authority  against  the  admitting  such  impli- 
cation. 

Upon  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  this  decree  was  aflirmed, 
agreeable  to  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  Judges,  founded,  as 
Fearne's  Ex.  appeared  by  what  was  expressed  by  the  Ch.  J.  of  the  Court  of 
Dev.453.ed.  .  CQmmQn  Pleas  in  delivering  their  opinion,  upon  the  very  same 
[Morse  v.  Lord  ground  to  which  Lord  Bathurst  seemed  to  think  himself  con- 
382.°Et^rt^^'  ^^^'  nanaely,  the  presumption  that  the  event  of  a  future 
ioQ?'  ^  ^*""     marriage  was  not  in  the  testator's  contemplation ;    and   that 

therefore  the  words,  "  or  if  any  other  son  or  sons,"  &c.  must  be 
understood  of  sons  of  the  testator  by  his  then  wife. 
II.  A  devise  in        26.  Secondly  a  devise  in  default  of  issue  of  the  devisor's  own 

defaultof  issue    •     ,        ,         ,  ,         ,  ,.  •        i     i      •  i 

of  the  devisor,     body,  has  been  construed  to  be  a  conditional  devise,  to  take 

effect  at  the  death  of  the  testator ;  and  has  therefore  been  held 
not  to  be  executory,  because  it  must  be  determined  at  the  in- 
stant when  the  will  takes  effect ;  that  is,  at  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator. 
French  V.  Cad-        27.  James  Parrel  by  his  will  devised,  upon  default  of  issne 
Pari  Ca.  257.    ^^^  ^^^  female  of  his  own  body,  all  his  estate  in  the  counties  of 
?^^?"l?;  ^i??'  Gkilway,  &c.  to  Peter  and  Denis  Daly  and  their  heire,  in  trust  to 

pay  all  his  just  debts ;  and  after  payment  thereof,  and  securing 
the  provision  made  to  his  wife,  he  limited  his  estate  in  the  county 
of  Galway  to  the  use  of  John  Kelly,  jun.  for  Ufe,  remainder  to 
trustees  to  support  contingent  remainders,  remainder  to  his  first 
and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  with  several  remainders  over. 

The  Court  of  Chancery  of  Ireland  decreed  that  this  devise 
was  good. 

On  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  of  England  it  was  con- 
fended,  that  this  devise  beinrr  to  take  plnc(»  on  fnilnrc  of  tVio  issiir 


TUk  XXXVIII.  Demise.  Ch.  XVIII,  5.  27—28.  389 

male  and  female  of  James  Parrel,  whensoever  the  same  should 
happen,  without  anything  contained  in  the  will  to  restrain  the 
contingency  to  his  own  death,  or  any  other  particular  time,  it 
was  void. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  argued,  that  the  devise  under  the 
will  of  James  Parrel  was  at  his  death  a  devise  in  possession,  and 
not  an  executory  devise.  No  estate  was  limited  to  the  issue  by 
the  will,  but  it  was  plain  he  meant  a  failure  of  issue  living  at  the 
time  of  his  death.  The  first  trust  was  to  pay  debts,  legacies,  and 
annuities  to  his  sisters  for  their  lives;  and  he  could  not  have  in- 
tended that  those  trusts  should  take  place  a  hundred  or  two 
hundred  years  after  his  death.  The  legacy  given  by  a  codicil  to 
J.  C,  of  which  the  first  payment  was  to  be  made  on  the  first  of 
November  next  after  his  decease,  showed  what  he  meant  by 
dying  without  issue ;  namely,  if  he  should  have  no  issue  when 
his  will  should  take  effect ;  and  the  codicil  was  expressed  to  be 
in  addition  to  the  will,  and  directed  that  the  will  should  stand  in  ' 
all  points  not  thereby  altered,  and  therefore  the  legacies  were  by 
the  will  and  codicil  payable  only  on  the  event  of  bis  dying  with- 
out leaving  issue  at  his  death ;  and  by  this  construction  none  of 
the  dangers  could  arise  which  prevent  the  effect  of  executory 
devises,  nor  was  any  rule  of  law  broken.  The  decree  was 
affirmed. 

28.  On  a  case  sent  out  of  Chancery  for  the  opinion  of  the  Wellington  v. 
Court  of  K.  B.  the  facts  were — ^Richard  Cary,  after  directing  all  \  b1m^^?645. 
his  debts  to  be  paid,  devised  thus :  ''  J/em,  in  default  of  issue  of 
my  own  body,  I  give  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  &c.  in  trust  to 
pay  my  sister  an  annuity  of  100^  till  my  debts  and  legacies  are 
paid,  and  after  payment  thereof,  to  my  sister  for  life,  with  divers 
remainders  over,  in  strict  settlement." 

It  was  objected,  that  this  devise  to  the  trustees  being  after  an 
indefinite  failure  of  issue,  was  executory  and  too  remote ;  to 
which  it  was  answered,  that  it  was  not  executory,  but  depended 
on  a  precedent  condition  upon  which  the  testator  intended  the 
whole  should  take  effect.  That  the  words  ''  in  default  of  issue" 
were  different  from  the  words, ''  on  failure  of  issue :"  the  one  im- 
plied that  the  devisor  never  should  have  issue ;  the  other,  that  he 
should  have  issue,  which  should  afterwards  fail.  The  first  con- 
tingency must  be  determined  at  his  own  death ;  the  latter  might 
be  suspended  for  ages. 
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The  Court  certified  that  the  devise  was  good ;  that  the  tms* 
tees  took  a  base  fee,  determinable  od  the  payment  of  the  testa- 
tor's debts  and  legacies  out  of  the  profits  of  the  estate.  And 
Sir  William  Blackstone  says,  that  he  thinks  this  certificate  was 
principally  founded  on  the  idea  of  the  wiirs  being  merely  condi- 
tional^ in  case  the  devisor  left  no  issue  of  his  body. 
Lytton  V.  Lyt-  29.  J.  R.  Lytton,  being  an  infant,  entered  into  articles  on  bis 
441.       '  '  *  marriage,  by  which  he  agreed  to  settle  his  estate,  after  his  own 

decease,  to  the  intent  that  his  intended  wife  should  receive  a 
certain  jointure,  and  subject  thereto  to  the  first  and  other  sons 
of  the  marriage  in  tail,  remainder  to  himself  in  fee.  J.  R.  Lyt- 
ton suffered  a  recovery  when  he  came  of  age,  but  never  made  a 
settlement  in  pursuance  of  the  articles.  Fifteen  years  after, 
being  in  a  weak  state  of  health,  and  his  wife  living,  he  made  his 
will ;  and  having  given  his  wife  a  rent-charge  in  satisfaction  of 
the  articles,  he  gave  and  devised  bis  estate,  on  failure  of  issue 
male  of  his  body,  to  trustees,  to  raise  money  for  the  payment  of 
his  debts,  and  subject  thereto  to  his  nephew  in  strict  settlement. 

Lord  Northington  declared  that  the  devise  to  the  nephew, 
after  a  general  failure  of  issue  male,  was  void,  the  contingency 
being  too  remote. 

Upon  a  bill  of  review.  Lord  Loughborough  said,  this  case 
did  not  appear  to  have  been  determined  after  that  deliberation 
which  would  give  it  the  sanction  due  to  a  decree  of  Lord  North- 
ington. The  case  of  Lanesborough  v.  Fox,  was  considered  as 
governing  this  case ;  but  when  fairly  examined,  there  could  not 
be  a  greater  dissimilitude.  Here  the  testator  had  had  no  child 
for  several  years,  his  only  child  was  just  dead,  the  devisee  was 
his  next  and  immediate  heir;  but  he  introduced  the  devise  by 
the  words,  ''  in  failure  of  issue  male."  Could  this  mean  more 
than  to  take  in  the  event  which  alone  prevented  the  estate  from 
being  the  subject  of  an  immediate  devise  ?  He  certainly  had 
the  articles  in  contemplation ;  there  was  no  prospect  of  issue  at 
the  time.  It  was  not  like  Lord  Lanesborough's  case,  who 
had  issue,  and  might  have  many  more ;  it  would  be  a  harsh 
construction  that  the  testator  had  here  the  idea  of  a  future  issue 
in  contemplation,  and  an  indefinite  failure  of  that  issue.  He 
meant  to  give  an  immediate  estate  in  possession  at  his  decease; 
every  clause  in  the  will  showed  his  intention.  It  was  manifest 
he  had  no  intention  of  giving  an  estate  after  a  general  failure  of 
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issue.  The  circumstances  of  the  testator  and  his  family  had 
always  been  taken  into  consideration  in  these  cases. 

Decreed,  that  the  declaration  made  by  Lord  Nortbington 
should  be  reversed. 

30.  An  executory  devise  over  for  life,  to  a  person  in  esse,  to  IK-  A  devise 
take  place  after  a  dying  without  issue  of  the  first  devisee,  may  failure  of  issue 
be  good ;  because  the  future  limitation  being  only  for  the  life  of  °,see!  "   * 
a  person  in  esse,  it  must  necessarily  take  place  during  that  life,  ^^^"fog^'  » 
or  not  at  all;  and  therefore  the  failure  of  issue  in  that  case  is  Oatesv. Chal- 
confined  to  the  compass  of  a  life  in  being.  ' 

31.  There  are  also  several  cases  in  which  the  courts  have  sup-  IV.  Where  an 
ported  a  devise  over,  after  a  general  failure  of  heirs  or  issue,  by  raised  by  impli- 
raising  an  estate  tail  by  implication  in  the  person,  on  the  failure  ^^^*^°' 

of  whose  heirs  or  issue  the  estate  is  devised  over ;  for  in  that 
case  the  second  devise  is  supported  as  a  remainder,  expectant  on 
the  determination  of  such  prior  estate  tail. 

32.  Thus,  in  a  case  which  has  been  already  stated,  the  Court  Walter  v. Drew, 

autfi  c   12 

having  held  that  the  first  devisee  took  an  estate  tail  by  implica- 
tion, it  followed  that  the  devise  over  was  good  as  a  remainder. 

33.  In  another  case,  which  has  been  stated  in  this  chapter, 

the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  K.  B.  appear,  from  their  certificate,  jonesv.  Mor- 
to  have  been  of  opinion,  that  if  a  second  marriage  was  in  the  ^°'  *°**'  *' 
contemplation  of  the  testator,  then  an  estate  tail  was  raised  by 
implication  to  the  sons  of  that  marriage,  and  therefore  that  the 
devise  over  was  good,  as  a  remainder  expectant  on  the  determi- 
nation of  that  estate  tail. 
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CHAP.  XIX. 


Executory  Devises  of  Terms  for  Years. 


Sect.    I.  A  Beque$t  oter  of  a  Term 
for  Years  U  now  good. 

6.  And  a  similar  Deelaration  nf 
the  Trust  of  a  Term. 

6.  J%ough  to  a  Person  not  in 
esse,  or  not  ascertained, 

9.  The  first  Devisee  cannot  bar 
the  Devise  over. 

13.  3Iu8t  vest  within  the  Period 

allowed. 

14.  Cannot  be  limited  after  a  ge- 

neral Failure  of  Heirs  or 
Issue. 


Sect.  18.  Unless  suck  Failure  is  con- 
fined to  the  Period  edhwed. 

24.  The  Words  ^^dyimg  without 
Issue**  sometimes  restrained 
to  the  Death  of  a  Person  io 
esse. 

SI.  iVo  Distinction  between  an 
express  Estate  TqU,  and  one 
by  Implication, 

33 .  Nor  between  a  Devise  for  Life 
and  an  indefinite  Devise. 

36.  An  executory  Devise  for  l^e 
after  a  general  FedHwre  ^ 
Issue f  is  good. 


A  bequest  over 
of  a  term  for 
years  is  now 
good. 


Section  I. 

[Fearne'sE-D,  [The  third  sort  of  executory  deyises,  comprises  all  that  relate  to 
*«'•«'•  «-^       chattels.] 

1.  Upon  the  first  introduction  of  long  terms  for  years,  it  was 
held  that  if  a  term  for  years  was  given  to  a  person  for  life,  with 
a  remainder  over,  the  bequest  of  the  remainder  was  void;  be- 
cause an  estate  for  life  being  of  greater  estimation,  in  the  eye 
of  the  law,  than  the  longest  term  for  years,  it  was  concluded 
that  the  limitation  of  a  term  for  years  to  a  person  for  life  was  a 
complete  disposition  of  it,  and  therefore  that  nothing  remained 
to  be  given  over.  Another  reason  for  this  doctrine  was,  that  the 
possibility  of  a  term's  continuing  longer  than  the  life  of  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  first  bequeathed,  was  not  such  an  interest 
as  by  the  rules  of  law  could  be  limited  over. 

2.  A  distinction  was  however  made  between  a  bequest  of  the 
use  of  a  personal  thing,  and  a  bequest  of  the  thing  itself;  in  the 
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former  case  a  devise  over  of  it  was  held  good ;  and  when  long 
and  beneficial  terms  for  years  came  into  general  use,  the  con- 
venience of  families  requiring  that  they  might  be  settled  in  the 
same  manner  as  freehold  estates,  it  was  fully  established  that  a  Welcden  v.  El- 
bequest  of  the  residue  of  a  term  for  yearsi  after  a  previous  dii^  51^°'  Plowd. 
position  of  it  for  life,  was  good ;  and  this  doctrine  was  confirmed 
by  the  two  following  determinations. 

3.  Edward  Manning  being  possessed  of  the  moiety  of  a  mill  Manning'sease, 
for  the  term  of  fifty  years^  made  his  will  in  writing,  and  thereby 

devised  his  indenture  and  lease  of  the  said  mill,  and  all  the 
years  therein  to  come,  to  Matthew  Manning,  after  the  death  of 
Mary  Manning  his  wife ;  which  mill,  his  will  was,  that  Mary 
his  wife  should  enjoy  during  her  life,  conditionally  that  the  said 
Matthew  Manning  should  not  devise,  sell,  or  give  the  said  lease^ 
but  leave  it  wholly  to  John  his  son. 

It  was  resolved  by  Lord  Coke  and  the  other  Judges  that  the 
devise  to  Matthew  Manning  was  good :  that  he  took  it  not  by 
wBy  of  remainder,  but  by  way  of  executory  devise;  and  that 
there  was  no  difference  when  one  devised  his  term  for  life,  the 
remainder  over,  and  when  a  man  devised  the  land,  or  his  lease  or 
farm,  or  the  use,  or  occupatioi^  or  profits  of  his  land  ;  for  in  a 
will,  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  devisor  was  to  be  observed, 
and  the  law  would  make  a  construction  of  the  words  to  satisfy 
his  intent,  and  to  put  them  into  such  order  and  course  that  his 
will  should  take  efiect ;  and  always  the  intention  of  the  devisor 
expressed  in  his  will  was  the  best  expositor,  director,  and  dis- 
poser of  his  words ;  and  when  a  man  devised  his  lease  to  one  for 
life,  it  was  as  much  as  to  say,  he  should  have  so  many  of  the 
years  as  he  should  live,  and  that  if  he  died  within  the  term, 
another  should  have  it  for  the  residue  of  the  years;  and  although 
at  the  beginning  it  was  uncertain  how  many  years  he  should  live, 
yet  when  he  died,  it  was  certain  how  many  years  he  had  lived, 
and  for  how  many  years  the  other  should  have  it ;  and  so  by  a 
subsequent  act  all  was  made  certain. 

4.  J.  Morris  being  possessed  of  a  house  for  the  term  of  600  ^^^^^^' 
years,  devised  it  to  his  father  for  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  and 

after  his  decease  the  remainder  of  the  said  house  to  Elizabeth 
the  sister  of  the  testator,  and  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  said 
Elizabeth. 

Upon  the  question  whether  this  executory  devise,  after  the 
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death  of  the  testator's  father^  was  good,  when  the  term  itself^ 
and  not  the  use  or  occupation  of  it  for  life,  was  devised  to  the  first 
devisee  for  life,  it  was  resolved,  that  in  such  case  also  the  exe- 
cutory devise  over  was  good,  and  that  the  assent  of  the  executor 
to  the  first  devisee  should  enure  to  the  other. 
And  a  similar         6.  The  Same  necessity  which  induced  the  Judges  to  allow  of 
theuustof  a      executory  bequests  of  terms  for  years,  required  that  similar  dis- 
term.  positions  should  be  allowed  in  deeds  by  which  the  trusts  of 

1  Burr.  R.  284.  terms  were  declared.  Thus,  Lord  Mansfield  has  said — ^'^  When 
long  and  beneficial  terms  came  in  use,  the  convenience  of 
families  required  that  they  might  be  settled  upon  a  child  after 
the  death  of  a  parent ;  such  limitations  were  soon  allowed  to  be 
created  by  will,  and  the  old  objections  were  removed  by  changing 
the  name  from  remainders  to  executory  devises.  The  same  reason 
required  that  such  limitations  might  be  created  by  deed,  as,  for 
instance,  marriage  settlements,  to  answer  the  agreement  of  parties 
and  exigencies  of  families.'' 
1  Vera.  235.  For  these  reasons  it  was  settled  in  the  reign  of  King  Charles 

II.  that  the  limitations  of  the  trust  of  a  term  should  be  governed 

and  guided  by  the  same  rules  in  equity,  as  the  devise  of  a  term 

was  at  law ;  and  that  such  limitations  as  would  be  good  in  one 

case,  would  be  so  in  the  other,  and  e  converso. 

Though  to  a  6.  Although  the   person  to  whom  a  term  for  years  is  be- 

«M7°orno\as-    qu^athed  over,  after  a  previous  disposition  of  it  to  another  for 

certained.  life,  be  not  in  esse,  or  not  ascertained,  still  the  bequest  over  will 

be  good. 
Cottonv.Heath.       7.  A  termor  for  years  devised  the  term  to  his  wife  for  eighteen 
1  Ab.  £q^l9U  y^^^s,  and  after  to  his  eldest  son  for  life,  and  after  to  the  eldest 

issue  male  of  that  son  for  life. 

It  was  held,  that  although  the  eldest  son  had  not  any  issue  male 
at  the  time  of  the  devise  and  death  of  the  testator,  yet  that  if 
he  had  issue  male  at  his  death,  such  issue  male  should  have  it, 
as  an  executory  devise ;  for  that,  notwithstanding  its  being  a 
contingency  upon  a  contingency,  and  the  issue  not  being  in 
esse  at  the  time  of  the  devise,  yet  inasmuch  as  it  was  limited 
to  the  son  but  for  life,  it  was  good,  and  all  one  with  Mannings 
case. 
Ante,  c.  11.  8.  Although  a  bequest  of  a  term  for  years  to  a  person  and  the 

heirs  of  his  body  vests  the  entire  and  absolute  property  of  the 
term  in  him,  if  not  restrained  by  subsequent  words,  yet  if  a  be- 
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quest  over  of  it  is  made,  which  is  within  the  rules  established  for  Duke  of  Nor- 

•  folk's  casOi 

preyentiDg  perpetuities,  it  will  be  supported  as  an  executory  infra. 
devise. 

9.  It  was  resolved  in  Manning's  case,  and  also  in  Lampet's  The  first  devisee 

. ,     ^  .      ,  /.    1  .  ^  1  1  cannot  bar  the 

case,  that  in  bequests  of  this  sort,  after  the  executor  has  as-  devise  over. 
sented  to  the  first  bequest,  it  is  not  in  the  power  of  the  first 
taker  to  bar  the  bequest  over,  or  executory  devise ;  for-he  cannot 
transfer  more  to  another  than  he  has  himself. 

10.  Mr.  Fearne  says,  it  seems  to  follow,  as  a  consequence  of  Ex.  Dcv.  421. 
this  exemption  of  executory  interests  from  the  power  of  the  first 

devisee  or  legatee,  that  where  there  is  an  interest  devised  to  one 
for  life,  &c.  out  of  a  term,  and  then  an  executory  devise  over  of 
the  residue  of  the  term  to  another,  any  subsequent  union  of  the 
freehold  or  inheritance  with  the  interest  so  given  to  the  first 
devisee,  or  a  feofiment  or  other  act  of  forfeiture  by  such  first 
devisee,  will  not  extinguish  or  affect  the  interest  of  the  ulterior 
devisee :  for  if  it  could,  the  executory  interest  might  easily 
be  annihilated,  without  any  prejudice  to  the  temporary  interest 
of  the  first  devisee,  by  collusion  betwixt  him  and  the  re- 
versioner. 

11.  A  person  possessed  of  a  house  for  a  term  of  years,  devised  Hammington  v. 

^_  ^  .  .  .  Rudyard.  cited 

the  profits  thereof  to  I.  during  the  time  she  should  continue  lo  Rep.  62.  a. 
sole,  and  then  devised  the  term  to  R.  and  died.     I.  entered  by 
assent  of  the  executor ;  and  afterwards  purchased  the  fee. 

It  was  resolved,  that  although  the  whole  term  was  in  I.  quotU' 
que,  &c.,  so  that  by  the  purchase  of  the  fee  simple  her  interest 
became  extinct,  yet  the  same  did  not  defeat  the  executory  devise 
to  R.,  but  that  after  the  marriage  of  I.,  and  not  before,  he  might 
enter,  (a) 

12.  In  the  case  of  Cotton  v.  Heath,  the  eldest  son  to  whom  Ante,  s.  7. 
the  term  was  devised  for  life,  made  a  feoffment  of  the  lands ; 
whereupon  the  reversioner  in  fee  entered  for  the  forfeiture ;  and 

it  was  decreed  that  the  feoffment  and  entry  for  the  forfeiture 
did  not  destroy  the  executory  bequest. 

13.  When  it  was  established  that  an  executory  bequest  of  a  Mustvestwithin 

"^        *  the  penod  al- 

term  for  years  could  not  be  barred,  it  became  necessary  to  apply  lowed, 
the  same  rule  to  this  kind  of  limitation,  as  to  executory  devises 
of  estates  of  inheritance;  namely,  that  it  should  vest  within  the 

(a)  A  distinction  was  formerly  admitted  between  a  devise  of  a  term  and  a  devise  of 
the  land,  which  is  now  exploded. — Note  to  firmer  edition. 
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compass  of  a  life  or  lives  in  beings  and  twenty-one  years  and 

some  months  after. 

Cannot  be  li-  14.  In  consequence  of  this  principle  it  has  been  long  settled, 

general  failure    ^^^^  where  a  term  for  years   is  limited  over  after  a   general 

ofheiraorissoe.  and  indefinite  failure  of  heirs  or  issue^  it  is  void  as  being  too 

remote. 
Burford  v.  Lee,       15.  A  lessee  foT  1000  voars  devised  his  term  to  L. ;  and  if  he 

died  without  issue,  then  to  B.  The  Court  held  that  the  devise 
over  was  void,  and  that  the  whole  estate  vested  in  L.  his  execu- 
tors and  administrators. 
Love  V.  Wynd-  16.  A  person  devised  a  term  for  years  to  his  wife  for  life,  and 
1  Lev.  290.  after  her  decease,  to  Nicholas  his  son  for  bis  life ;  and  if  Nicholas 
his  son  should  die  without  issue  of  his  body  begotten,  then  he 
devised  it  over  to  Barnaby. 

The  whole  Court  was  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  bequest 
to  Barnaby  was  void ;  for  that  as  he  could  not  take  until  the 
death  of  Nicholas  without  issue,  it  was  the  same  in  effect  as  if  it 
had  been  to  Nicholas  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  with  remainder 
to  Barnaby ;  which  would  have  been  clearly  bad ;  because  after 
a  term  was  devised  to  one  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  no  other 
limitation,  nor  any  appointment  of  it  by  way  of  executory  de- 
vise,  could  be  made ;  for  the  law  would  not  presume  any  term 
to  have  continuance  so  long  as  issue  of  the  body  might  continue; 
and  therefore  a  limitation  after  an  indefinite  failure  of  is^ue,  de- 
pended upon  too  remote  a  possibility. 

17.  In  cases  of  this  kind,  the  bequest  over  cannot  be  sup- 
ported as  a  remainder,  by  raising  an  estate  tail  in  the  first  taker; 
because  a  term  for  years  cannot  be  entailed ;  nor  can  a  remain- 
der over  be  limited  of  a  term,  after  a  disposition  of  it  to  a  per- 
See  Brouncker    son  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  because  such  a  disposition  gives 

v.BagotlMer.  ^,  ,     ,      ,  ^     i  ,  ,. 

271.  the  entire  and  absolute  property  of  the  term,  so  that  nothing 

19  ¥^^73.^^°  remains  to  be  given  over. 

Unless  such  18.  It  was  formerly  held,  that  though  the  failure  of  heirs  or 

finedlo*the  pe-  ^^^^^  ^^^  confined  to  the  period  of  a  life  in  being,  yet  the  be- 

ChiW  l^B^'lie  ^^^^^  ^^®'  ^^  ^®*^'     ^^^  ^^**  doctrine  was  departed  from  in 
infra.  the  reign  of  King  Charles  II.,  and  it  was  held,  that  where  a 

term  of  years  was  limited  over,  upon  failure  of  heirs  or  issue,  if 
there  were  words  to  restrain  the  failure  of  such  heirs  or  issue 
within  the  compass  of  a  life  or  lives  in  being,  and  twenty-one 
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years  and  some  months  after,  the  limitation  would  be  good  ;  as 
being  within  the  rule,  established  by  the  courts,  for  preventing 
perpetuities. 

19.  Henry  Frederick  Earl  of  Arundel,  by  indentures  of  lease  Duke  of  Nor- 
and  release,  dated  in  1647,  settled  the  barony  of  Gray  stock,  and  3  ch^Ca.  i. 
other  estates,  on  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  his  lady  for  life,  jfA^p^i^ex?' 
remainder  to  trustees  for  a  term  of  200  years,  remainder  to  his  223. 
second  son  Henry  Howard  in  tail  male,  remainder  to  his  third 
son  Charles  Howard  in  tail  male,  remainder  to  all  his  other  sons 
successively  in  tail  male,  remainder  over.     And  by  another  deed 
of  the  same  date,  the  Earl  of  Arundel  declared  the  trust  of  the 
term  of  200  years  to  be,  that  the  said  term  should  attend  the  in- 
heritance ;  and  the  profits  of  the  said  barony,  &c.  should  be 
received  for  the  said  term  of  200  years  by  Henry  Howard  and 
the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  so  long  as  Thomas  Lord  >Maltraver8, 
the  eldest  son  of  the  said  Earl  of  Arundel,  or  any  issue  male  of 
his  body,  should  be  living ;  but  in  case  Lord  Maltravers  should 
die  without  issue  male,  in  the  life  of  Henry  Hotoard,  not  leaving 
his  wife  ensient  with  a  son,  or  in  case,  after  the  death  of  Lord 
Maltravers  without  issue  male,  the  honour  of  the  earldom  of 
Arundel  should  descend  to  Henry  Howard,  then  he  and  his  issues 
to  have  no  benefit  of  this  term  of  200  years,  but  it  was  to 
descend  to  the  other  brother,  Charles  Howard,  the  plaintiff. 

The  Earl  of  Arundel  died  in  1652;  his  lady  died  in  1673 ; 
and  in  1675  Lord  Dorchester,  who  was  the  surviving  trustee  of 
the  term,  assigned  it  to  one  Marriot,  who  assigned  it  to  Henry 
Howard,  who  suffered  a  recovery  of  the  estate  to  the  use  of  him- 
self in  fee. 

In  the  year  1677,  Thomas  Lord  Maltravers,  the  elder  brother 
of  Henry,  who  became  Duke  of  Norfolk  by  the  death  of  his 
father,  died  without  issue,  whereby  the  dukedom  descended  to 
Henry ;  and  the  plaintifi*  Charles  Howard's  bill  was,  to  have  ex- 
ecution of  the  trust  of  the  term,  to  him  and  the  heirs  male  of 
his  body. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Lord  Chancellor  Nottingham, 
assisted  by  the  Chief  Justices  North  and  Pemberton,  and  Lord 
Ch.  Baron  Montague. 

The  two  Chief  Justices  and  the  Chief  Barou  agreed  that  the 
limitations  of  trusts  of  terms  for  years,  and  executory  devises 
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of  them,  ought  to  be  governed  by  the  aame  rules.  That  no  li- 
mitation over  of  a  term  For  years,  after  an  estate  to  a  person  and 
the  heirs  of  his  body,  had  ever  been  permitted  :  that  as  no  direct 
remainder  could  be  limited  over  in  such  a  case,  so  neither  could 
a  contingent  remainder  be  limited  over,  though  the  event  on 
which  it  was  limited  should  happen  ever  so  soon.  That  the  case 
of  Child  V,  Baylie  was  a  positive  authority  against  the  validity 
of  a  limitation  of  this  kind,  the  admission  of  which  would  be 
productive  of  perpetuities.  They  were  therefore  unanimously  of 
opinion  that  the  limitation  over  to  Charles  Howard  was  void. 
See  the  judg-  Lord  Nottingham  said,  the  great  objection  which  had  been 

meat  extracted  t  ,.    •  . 

from  Lord  N.'s  made  to  the  validity  of  this  limitation  was,  that  it  tended  to  a 
ton,  464.  "*"*"  perpetuity.  A  perpetuity  was  the  settlement  of  an  estate  or  in- 
terest in  tail,  with  such  remainders  expectant  on  it  as  were  not  in 
the  power  of  the  tenant  in  tail  to  dock,  by  any  means  whatso- 
ever, but  must  continue  as  perpetual  clogs  on  the  estate.  But 
future  interests,  springing  trusts,  or  trusts  executory,  and  re- 
mainders which  were  to  arise  upon  contingencies,  were  quite 
out  of  the  rules  and  reason  of  perpetuities,  if  they  were  limited 
on  events  which  must  soon  happen. 

No  principle  of  law  had  been  laid  down  oftener  than  this,  that 
there  could  be  no  remainder  of  a  freehold  estate  limited  afler  a 
fee  simple ;  yet  the  nature  of  things,  and  the  commerce  between 
man  and  man,  had  induced  the  Judges  to  relax  this  rule,  and 
allow  of  executory  fees  in  devises,  and  conveyances  to  uses. 
But  it  was  said  that  a  lease  for  years,  which  was  but  a  chattel, 
would  not  bear  a  contingent  limitation,  on  account  of  its  mean- 
ness. As  to  this  point,  the  difference  between  a  chattel  and  an 
inheritance  was  a  difference  only  in  words,  and  not  in  reason ; 
for  the  owner  of  a  lease  had  as  absolute  a  power  over  it,  as  a  per- 
son who  was  seised  in  fee  had  over  the  inheritance.  If  a  spring- 
ing trust  of  a  term  was  not  allowed,  as  well  as  a  springing  use 
of  an  inheritance,  men  possessed  of  terms  for  years  would  not  be 
capable  of  making  that  provision  for  their  families  which  the 
laws  of  every  country  ought  to  support. 

Suppose  a  man  possessed  of  no  other  property  than  a  long 
term  for  years,  should,  on  the  marriage  of  his  son,  assign  the 
term  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  himself  and  his  executors,  till  the 
marriage  took  effect ;  and  from  the  solemnization  of  the  marriage 
to  the  son  for  life,  remainder  to  his  wife  for  life,  &c. ;  this  would 
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» 

not  be  a  void  limitation  in  a  marriage  settlement.  And  if  this 
springing  trust,  to  arise  on  the  contingency  of  a  marriage  was 
good,  why  should  not  the  springing  trust  in  the  present  case  be 
equally  good.  If  the  estate  had  been  limited  to  Henry  Howard 
and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  until  the  death  of  Thomas  Lord 
Maltravers  without  issue  generally,  and  then  to  Charles,  the 
limitation  would  certainly  have  been  void  ;  but  the  addition  of 
the  words — "  If  Thomas  Lord  Maltravers  die  without  issue  in 
the  lifetime  of  Henry,"  entirely  altered  the  case  ;  as  the  event  on 
which  the  term  was  limited  over  was  thereby  circumscribed  to 
the  period  of  a  life  then  in  being ;  and  as  a  chattel  interest 
would  bear  a  remainder  over,  where  there  was  no  danger  of  a  per* 
petuity,  it  must  of  course  bear  a  remainder  over  upon  a  contin- 
gency  which  must  inevitably  happen  during  the  existence  of  a 
life  in  being. 

The  principal  authority  against  the  plaintiff  was  the  case  of  Cro.  J.  459. 
Child  V.  Baylie.  That  case  was  variously  reported ;  the  true 
state  was  this : — A  term  of  seventy-six  years  was  devised  by  a 
person  to  bis  wife  for  life,  then  to  his  son  William  and  his  assigns 
for  all  the  rest  of  the  term ;  provided  that  if  William  died  with- 
out issue  then  living,  the  term  should  go  over  to  Thomas ;  which 
he  agreed  was  the  same  as  the  then  present  case.  The  remainder 
to  Thomas  was  held  to  be  void  in  its  creation ;  but  the  resolution 
in  that  case  went  upon  several  reasons  which  were  not  to  be 
found  in  this  case ;  and  besides,  that  case  had  been  contradicted 
since. 

In  a  subsequent  case  the  trust  of  a  long  term  was  limited  to  Woodo.SauD* 
the  father  for  sixty  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  then  to  the  35. ' 
mother  in  the  same  manner,  then  to  John  the  son,  and  his  exe- 
cutors, if  he  survived  his  father  and  motlier ;  and  if  he  died  in 
their  lifetime,  having  issue,  then  to  his  issue ;  but  if  he  died  in 
the  lifetime  of  his  father  and  mother  without  issue  then  remain- 
der over  to  his  brother.  John  died  without  issue,  in  the  lifetime 
of  his  father  and  mother ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  the 
limitation  over  to  the  brother  was  good. 

It  was  resolved  by  Lord  Keeper  Bridgeman,  assisted  by  Twis- 
den  and  Rainsford,  Justices,  that  the  limitation  over  to  the 
brother  was  good  ;  as  the  contingency  on  which  it  was  to  take 
place  roust  happen  during  the  existence  of  two  lives  then  in 
being.     Thus  it  appeared  that  Sir  Orlando  Bridgeman,  who 
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drew  the  deeds  in  this  case,  continued  of  the  same  opinion  that 
he  was  of  when  a  conveyancer. 

It  was  decreed  that  the  limitation  over  to  Charles  Howard  was 
good. 

Upon  a  bill  of  review^  thi&  decree  was  reversed  by  Lord  Keeper 

North ;  but  an  appeal  being  brought  in  the  House  of  Lords,  the 

19  June  1685.    decree  of  reversal  was  reversed,  and  Lord  Nottingham's  decree 

p.  49.  finally  established. 

Lambw. Archer,      20.  Upon  a  Special  verdict  the  case  was  thus:  A.  devised  a 

Comb.  208.  '^  ^ 

[I  Salk.  225.]    long  term  for  years  to  his  son  B.  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body, 

and  if  he  died  without  issue,  living  his  mother,  then  that  it  should 
go  over  to  his  son  C.  The  contingency  happened :  and  it  was 
resolved  that  the  devise  over  to  C.  was  good,  upon  the  reason 
and  authority  of  the  Duke  of  Norfolk's  case. 

Garth.  266.  In  another  report  of  this  case  it  is  said  the  Court,  without  any 

difficulty,  held  it  a  good  limitation,  by  way  of  executory  devise, 
to  C. ;  and  that  it  did  not  tend  to  a  perpetuity,  as  was  sug- 
gested ;  and  denied  the  case  of  Child  v.  Baylie,  but  said  that 
the  established  law  in  cases  of  this  nature  was  according  to  the 
resolution  in  the  Duke  of  Norfolk's  case. 

Fletcher's  case,      21.  A  person  devised  a  term  for  years  to  his  wife  for  life,  and 

1  Ab.  Eq.  193.    ^f^j.  jjgj.  j^^^j^  ^^  jj   p^  f^^  ^^^  ,jj.^^  ^^j  ^^^  j^^^  j^^^^  ^  rp    p 

and  his  children,  and  then  devised  in  these  words  : — ^*  And  if  it 
shall  happen  that  the  said  T.  F.  do  die  before  the  expiration  of 
the  said  terra,  not  having  issue  of  his  body  then  living,"  then  to 
go  over  to  the  plaintiffs,  for  the  residue  of  the  term. 

This  bequest  was  held  good,  the  failure  of  issue  being  confined 
to  the  life  of  T.  F. 
Long  V.  Black-       22.  In  a  case  sent  from  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  the  opinion 
aiufTerm R.    ^^ ^j^^  f,^^^^ ^f  j^  g  j^  ^^^  Stated,  that  George  Blackall  being 

possessed  of  a  term  for  years,  devised  it,  after  the  death  of  his 
wife,  to  the  child  with  which  the  testator's  wife  was  then  emieni: 
in  case  it  should  be  a  son,  during  his  life ;  and  after  his  decease, 
then  to  such  issue  male,  or  the  descendants  of  such  issue  male  of 
such  child,  as  at  the  time  of  his  death  should  be  his  heir  at  law : 
and  in  case  that  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  such  child  there 
should  be  no  such  issue  male,  nor  any  desceaidants  of  such  issue 
male,  then  living,  or  in  case  such  child  should  not  be  a  son, 
then  he  bequeathed  the  same  to  Philippa  Long,  her  exe- 
cutors, &c. 
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The  wife  of  the  testator  was  ensient  at  the  time  of  making  the 
will^  and  when  the  testator  died ;  and  had  a  son,  who  died  with* 
out  issue. 

The  question  directed  by  the  Chancellor  was,  whether  the  limi* 
tation  to  Philippa  Long  was  good. 

Lord  Kenyon  said,  the  rules  respecting  executory  devises  had 
conformed  to  the  rules  laid  dowti  in  the  construction  of  legal 
limitations ;  and  the  Courts  had  said,  that  the  estate  should  not 
be  unalienable  by  executory  devises,  for  a  longer  time  than  was 
allowed  by  the  limitations  of  a  common  law  conveyance.  In 
marriage  settlements  the  estate  might  be  limited  to  the  first  and 
other  sons  of  the  marriage  in  tail ;  and  until  the  person  to  whom 
the  first  remainder  was  limited  was  of  age,  the  estate  was  un-- 
alienable.  In  conformity  to  that  rule,  courts  of  law  have  said, — 
So  far  we  will  allow  executory  devisee  to  be  good.  To  sup- 
port this  decision  he  could  refer  to  many  others ;  but  it  was 
sufficient  to  mention  the  Duke  of  Norfolk's  case,  in  which  all 
the  learning  on  this  head  was  gone  into ;  and  from  that  time 
every  Judge  had  acquiesced  in  that  decision.  It  was  an  esta- 
blished rule  that  an  executory  devise  was  good,  if  it  must  neces- 
sarily happen  within  a  life*  or  lives  in  being,  and  twenty-one 
years  and  the  fraction  of  another  year,  allowing  for  the  time  of 
gestation. 

Mr.  J.  Lawrence  said,  the  devise  over  in  this  case  must  take 
efiect,  if  at  all,  after  a  life  which  must  be  in  being  within  nine 
months  after  the  devisor's  death. 

The  Judges  certified  that  the  limitation  to  Philippa  Long  was 
good. 

23.  It  is  observable,  that  this  case  began  with  a  devise  to  a 
posthumous  child  for  life,  with  a  limitation  over,  upon  failure  of 
issue  of  his  body  at  his  death,  which  of  course  would  include  an 
heir  male  then  in  ventre  sa  mere:  for  as  the  devise  began  with  an 
allowance  for  the  birth  of  a  posthumous  child,  and  also  might 
conclude  with  it,  the  time  might  be  claimed  twice  over ;  and  so 
the  time  allowed  for  the  birth  of  a  posthumous  child^  after  lives 
in  being,  and  twenty-one  years,  might  be  enlarged  to  two  periods 
of  gestation.  But  this  determination  has  been  confirmed  after  Thellusson  v. 
great  deliberation  in  a  subsequent  case,  which  will  be  stated  infra,  c.  26. 
hereafter. 
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24.  In  the  case  of  executory  bequests  of  terms  for  yeairs,  the 
Court  of  Chancery  has  very  much  inclined  to  lay  hold  of  any 
words  in  a  will  to  restrain  the  generality  of  the  words,  dymg 
without  issue,  and  to  confine  them  to  a  dying  without  issue  living 
at  the  time  of  the  person's  decease,  in  order  to  support  the  in- 
tention of  the  testator ;  for  by  this  construction  the  devise  over 
becomes  valid,  being  confined  to  the  period  of  a  life  in  being. 

25.  One  possessed  of  a  term  for  years,  bequeathed  it  by  his 
will  to  his  son  Henry  for  life,  and  no  longer ;  and  after  his  de- 
cease, to  such  of  the  issue  of  the  said  Henry,  as  Henry  by  his 
will  should  appoint;  and  in  case  Henry  should  die  without 
issue,  the  testator  devised  the  same  to  his  brother  Albinus  for 
the  residue  of  the  term,  and  died. 

Henry  died  without  issue  living  at  his  death  ;  whereupon  the 
question  was,  whether  the  term  should  go  to  the  executors  of 
the  first  testator,  or  to  the  executors  of  Henry  or  to  Albinus. 

It  was  objected,  that  the  devise  over  of  a  term,  upon  a  dying 
without  issue,  was  void  ;  being  too  remote  an  expectancy,  and 
tending  to  a  perpetuity. 

Lord  Chancellor  Parker  held,  that  the  expression,  dying 
without  issue,  had  two  senses ;  first,  a  vulgar  sense,  and  that 
was,  dying  without  leaving  issue  at  the  time  of  his  death ;  se- 
condly, a  legal  sense,  and  that  was,  whenever  there  was  a  failure 
of  issue.  And  if  this  will  was  taken  in  a  vulgar  sense  ;  viz.  if 
Henry  died  without  leaving  issue  at  the  time  of  his  death,  then 
the  devise  over  to  Albinus  was  good.  Now  this  seemed  to  be 
the  meaning  of  the  testator  in  this  case :  for  it  must  be  intended 
such  issue  as  he  should,  or  at  least  might,  appoint  the  term  to; 
which  must  be  intended  issue  then  living :  and  this  construc- 
tion should  be  the  more  favoured,  in  regard  it  supported  the 
will ;  whereas  the  other  destroyed  it 

Therefore  the  Court  held  that  the  devise  over  of  the  term  to 
Albinus  was  good  ;  and  observed  that  there  was  a  great  divert 
sity  betwixt  a  devise  of  a  freehold  estate  tp  A.  for  life,  and  if  A. 
dies  without  issue,  then  to  B.,  and  a  devise  of  a  term  in  the  same 
words.  For  in  the  former  case,  this  might  give  A.  an  estate 
tail :  because  the  words,  if  A.  die  without  issue,  in  case  of  an  in- 
heritance, are  inserted  in  favour  of  the  issue,  and  to  let  in  the 
issue  after  the  death  of  the  father.  But  in  the  case  of  a  term, 
these  words  could  not  have  such  effect,  for  the  father  takes  the 
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whole,  which  on  his  death  will  not  go  to  his  issue,  but  will  be- 
long to  his  executors. 

26.  A  term  for  years  was  devised  to  William  and  Walter  Forth  v.  Chap- 
Gore  ;  and  if  either  of  his  nephews  William  or  Walter  should  ^^' 
depart  this  life,  and  leave  no  issue  of  their  respective  bodies,  ^^j^Sdon^^^ 
then  he  gave  the  said  leasehold  premises  to  the  daughter  of  his 
brother. 

Sir  Joseph  Jekyll  was  of  opinion  that  the  devise  over  was 
void ;  and  said,  that  had  the  words  been,  if  A.  or  B.  should  die 
without  issue,  remainder  over,  this  plainly  would  have  been  void, 
and  exactly  the  case  of  Love  v.  Wyndham.  Ante,  s.  16. 

On  an  appeal  to  Lord  Chancellor  Parker  the  decree  was  re- 
versed ;  and  his  lordship  said,  if  a  term  was  devised  to  A.,  and  if 
A.  die  without  leaving  issue,  remainder  over ; — in  the  vulgar 
and  natural  sense  this  must  be  intended,  if  A.  died  without 
leaving  issue  at  his  death ;  and  then  the  devise  over  was  good. 
That  the  word  die  being  the  last  antecedent,  the  words,  without 
having  issue,  must  refer  to  that.  Besides,  the  testator,  who  was 
inops  consiliif  would,  under  such  circumstances,  be  supposed 
to  speak  in  the  vulgar,  common,  and  natural,  not  in  the  legal 
sense. 

He  likewise  took  notice  that  in  a  farmedon  in  remainder, 
where  a  tenant  in  tail  left  issue,  which  issue  afterwards  died 
without  issue,  whereupon  such  writ  was  brought,  the  formedon 
would  say  that  the  tenant  in  tail  died,  leaving  issue  J.  S.,  which 
J.  S.  died  afterwards  without  issue ;  and  so  the  first  donee  in  tail 
died  without  issue.  Thus  the  pleading  says  that  the  donee  in 
tail  died  leaving  issue  at  his  death,  consequently  the  words, 
leaving  issue,  refer  to  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  tenant  in  tail ; 
and  if  the  words  of  a  will  could  bear  two  senses,  one  whereof 
was  more  common  and  natural  than  the  other,  it  was  hard  to 
say  the  Court  should  take  the  will  in  the  most  uncommon 
meaning,  to  destroy  it. 

He  said  the  reason  why  a  devise  of  a  freehold  to  one  for  life, 
and  if  he  died  without  issue,  then  to  another,  was  determined  to 
be  an  estate  tail,  was  in  favour  of  the  issue,  that  such  might 
have  it,  and  the  intent  take  place.  But  that  there  was  the 
plainest  difference  between  a  devise  of  a  freehold,  and  a  devise 
of  a  term  for  years.  For  in  a  devise  of  the  latter  to  one, 
and  if  he  died  without  issue,  then  to  another,  the  words,  *^  if  he 
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Taylor  V.  died  without  issue/'  could  not  be  supposed  to  have  been  in- 

202.  '  '  serted  in  favour  of  such  issue,  since  they  could  not  by  any  con- 

struction have  it. 
Atkinson  v.  27.  E.  Baxter  being  possessed  of  a  term  for  forty  years,  de- 

?p?Wm»°258.  ▼ised  it  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  the  testator's  wife  for  life,  and 

after  her  death  to  the  use  of  such  children  as  the  testator 
should  leave  at  the  time  of  his  death ;  and  in  case  all  his  said 
children  should  die  without  leaving  any  issue,  then  to  the  use 
ofJ.H. 

Lord  Talbot  said,  where  words  were  capable  of  a  twofold  con- 
struction,  even  in  the  case  of  a  deed,  and  much  more  in  that  of  a 
will,  it  was  just  and  reasonable  that  such  construction  should  be 
received  as  tended  to  make  it  good.  And  in  this  case  the  devise 
of  the  term  to  the  testator's  children,  and  if  they  should  die 
without  issue,  then  to  J.  H.,  might  easily  and  naturally  be 
understood  to  signify,  if  they  died  without  leaving  any  issue  at 
the  time  of  their  death ;  nay,  much  more  naturally  than  in  the 
other  case,  viz.  if  there  should  be  a  failure  of  issue  of  them  a 
Ante,  ss. 25, 26.  hundred  years  after.     He  cited  the  cases  of  Target  v.  Gaunt, 

and  Forth  v.  Chapman,  and  decreed  in  favour  of  the  devise  over, 
namely,  that  the  words,  '^  if  the  first  devisee  died  without  leaving 
any  issue,''  must  be  understood  to  mean  without  leaving  issue 
at  his  death. 
Att.-Gcn.  V.  28.  A  person  being  possessed  of  a  term  for  years,  bequeathed 

c!(C?6^.^™'    that  his  brother  William  Tristram  should  have  the  use  thereof, 

for  so  many  years  of  the  term  as  should  expire  in  his  lifetime  ; 
and  after  his  decease,  his  will  was,  that  his  executors  should 
permit  all  and  every  the  child  and  children  of  the  said  William 
Tristram,  their  executors,  &c.  respectively,  to  hold  and  enjoy  the 
same  for  his  and  their  proper  use,  during  the  remainder  of  said 
term,  in  such  manner  as  the  said  W.  Tristram  should  by  bis  will 
or  deed  in  writing,  &c.  direct:  and  for  want  of  such  appoint- 
ment, then  equally  share  and  share  alike,  without  any  benefit  of 
survivorship.  But  if  it  should  happen  that  the  said  W.  Tristram 
should  die  without  issue  in  the  lifetime  of  John  and  Tristram 
Tolcher,  or  either  of  them,  then  his  will  was,  that  the  said  John 
and  Tristram  Tolcher,  if  they  both  survived  the  said  W.  Tristram, 
dying  without  issue  as  aforesaid,  should  equally  have  the  benefit 
and  advantage  thereof.     It  was  held  by  Sir  L.  Kenyon,  M.  R. 
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that  the  bequest  over  was  void  ;  but  Lord  Thurlow  reversed  the 
decree. 

29.  A  person  possessed  of  a  term  for  years,  bequeathed  it  to  Goodtitle  v. 
his  grandson  T.  B.  Peake,  son  of  D.  and  S.  Peake,  and  the  heirs  r^720.' 
lawful  of  him  for  ever;  but  in  case  he  should  happen  to  die,  and  E*^ib.?5o 
have  no  lawful  heir,  then  and  in  that  case  he  gave  it,  after  the 

death  of  the  said  T.  B.  Peake»  to  the  next  eldest  son  or  heir  of 
the  said  D.  and  S.  Peake.  T.  B.  Peake  took  possession  of  the 
term  in  question,  under  the  will,  and  died  without  issue. 

Lord  Kenyon  said,  that  on  conference  with  the  rest  of  the 
Court,  they  were  clearly  of  opinion,  that  the  limitation  over  was 
good.  This  was  a  chattel  interest,  limited  to  T.  B.  Peake,  and 
the  heirs  lawful  of  him  for  ever :  but  in  case  he  should  happen 
to  die  and  leave  no  lawful  heir,  then  over.  Now  it  was  ap- 
parent on  the  will,  that  the  testator,  by  lawful  heirs,  meant  heirs 
of  the  body;  and  that  leaving  no  lawful  heir,  must  be  confined 
to  leaving  no  issue  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

30.  The  following  case  was  sent  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  wilkinaoD  v. 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  K.  B.  ^^'^^  '^"^ 

A  person  bequeathed  a  leasehold  estate  to  his  wife  Mary 
Parker,  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  and  after  her  decease 
to  go  to  his  son  S.  Parker,  and  to  the  heirs  of  his  body  lawfully 
begotten,  and  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever;  but  in  default  of 
such  issue,  then,  after  his  decease,  to  go  to  his  (the  testator's) 
grandson  T.  Wilkinson,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.  S.  Par- 
ker entered  on  the  estate  upon  the  death  of  the  testator,  Mary 
Parker  being  then  dead,  and  died  without  ever  having  had  any 
issue.  The  question  was,  whether  T.  Wilkinson  took  any  thing 
under  the  will  ? 

Lord  Kenyon. — '*  We  will  send  our  certificate  in  this  case. 
But  I  will  now  state  the  short  ground  on  which  my  opinion  is 
founded.  The  only  question  is,  whether  on  the  fair  construction 
of  the  words  of  this  will  the  testator  meant  that  the  limitation 
over  to  T.  Wilkinson  the  plaintiff  should  take  effect  after  an  in- 
definite failure  of  issue  in  S.  Parker,  or  on  a  failure  of  issue  living 
at  the  time  of  the  death  of  S.  Parker ;  for  as  soon  as  that  inten- 
tion is  discovered,  there  is  an  end  of  the  case.  If  personal  pro- 
perty be  so  limited,  that  if  it  were  an  estate  of  inheritance,  it 
would  give  an  estate  tail,  the  absolute  interest  vests  in  the  first 
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taker ;  but  if  the  limitation  be  with  a  double  aspect  to  A.  and 
to  the  issue  of  his  body,  if  there  be  any  such  issue  living  at  his 
death,  if  not  then  over,  it  is  a  good  limitation.  It  wras  so  settled 
in  Sabbftrton  v.  Sabbarton,  and  a  Tariety  of  other  cases,  some  of 
which  are  not  in  print.  Here  the  words  of  the  will  are, '  to  S. 
Parker  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and  to  their  heirs  and  assigns 
for  erer.'  If  those  words  stood  uncontrolled  by  any  thing  sub- 
sequent in  the  will,  the  absolute  interrat  would  have  vested  in 
him ;  but  other  words  are  added,  '  but  in  default  of  such  issue, 
then,  iifier  his  decease,  to  go  to  the  testator's  grandson.'  There 
is  a  case  in  the  books  to  show,  that  tken  and  when  are  adverbs  of 
time.  Then  at  what  time  was  the  estate  to  go  over  to  the  testa- 
tor's grandson?  at  the  death  of  S.  Parker,  if  he  left  no  issue. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  will  to  show  that  the  testator  intended 
that  the  limitation  over  should  not  take  effect  until  fntore  gene- 
rations ;  but  on  the  contrary,  there  is  suflScient  to  show  that  he 
intended  that  the  estate  should,  in  one  event,  vest  in  the  grand- 
son at  the  time  of  S.  Parker's  death,  and  that  is  within  the  time 
which  the  law  allows  in  the  case  of  executory  devises. 

''  The  rule  respecting  executory  devises  is  extremely  well  set- 
tled ;  and  a  limitation  by  way  of  executory  devise  is  good,  if  it 
may  take  place  after  a  life  or  lives  in  being,  and  within  twenty- 
one  years  and  a  fraction  of  another  year  afterwards.  As  I  before 
observed,  this  is  a  question  of  intuition ;  and  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion,  that  the  testator's  intention  was,  that  if  S.  Parker  did 
not  leave  any  issue  at  his  death,  the  subsequent  limitations 
should  take  effect." 

The  Court  certified  that  T.  Wilkinson  was  entitled,  under  the 
will  of  E.  Parker,  to  the  absolute  and  entire  interest  in  the  lease- 
hold premises,  (a) 

31.  Mr.  Fearne  says,  a  diversity  has  in  some  cases  been  coo- 
tended  for  between  a  limitation  of  a  term,  by  such  words  as,  in 
the  case  of  a  real  estate,  would  give  an  express  estate  tail,  and  a 
limitation  of  the  same  by  such  woids  as,  in  the  case  of  a  real  es- 
tate, would  give  only  an  estate  tail  by  implication ;  upon  this 

(a)  [See  also  Trotter  v.  Oswald,  1  Cox.  317.  Rackstraw  v.  Vile,  I  Sim.&  StiL.G04. 
Doe  V.  Frost,  3  B.  &  Aid.  541.  But  the  words  "  without  haviog,"  ha?e  been  held  not 
synonimous  with  the  words  "without  leaving/'  but  in  sonae  cases  have  been  con»tnied 
"  without  having  had."  Bell  v.  Phyo,  7  Ves.  454,  iSS,  Vfmkkj  9.  Rugg,  7 IVR.  32:2. 
Stone  V.  Maule,  2  Sim.  490.] 
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fmncipley  that  where  the  words  of  a  will,  if  used  with  regard  to 
an  inheritaoce,  would  give  an  express  estate  tail,  there  the  same 
words,  applied  to  a  term,  would  pass  the  whole  interest  in  the 
term.  But  that  where  the  words  of  the  will,  if  applied  to  the 
freehold,  would  give  an  estate  tail  by  implication  only,  there  they 
would  not  enure  to  give  the  whole  interest  in  that  term ;  and 
consequently,  that  where  a  term  was  limited  to  one,  and  if  he 
died  without  issue,  remainder  over,  this  limitation  would  not 
vest  the  whole  term  in  him,  as  a  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  his 
body,  or  to  bis  issue,  would  do ;  but  were  always  to  be  under- 
stood restrictively,  and  to  relate  only  to  his  dying  without  issue 
living  at  his  death  ;  and  therefore  gave  him  the  teitn  only  during 
bis  life. 

32.  The  ground  of  the  distinction  is  this :  in  respect  to  an  in- 
heritance, the  words  ''dying  without  issue,"  are  taken  to  mean  an 
indefinite  failure  of  issue  in  order  to  create  an  estate  tail  in 

ikvour  of  the  issue  who  are  capable  of  taking  an  inheritance;  IP.Wids.667. 
but  with  respect  to  a  term,  such  a  construction  cannot  benefit 
the  issue,  because  a  term  cannot  descend  to  them.  In  some  in- 
stances the  Court  seems  to  have  countenanced  a  distinction  of 
this  sort ;  but  in  all  those  cases  there  were  some  circumstances 
in  the  will,  which  the  Court  observed,  confined  the  generality  of 
the  expression,  ''  dying  without  issue,"  to  dying  without  issue 
then  living.  But  it  bi^s  been  frequently  determined,  that  the 
limitation  of  a  term  over,  after  a  dying  without  issue,  even  in 
such  cases  where  the  limitation  could  only  have  given  an  estate 
tail  by  implication  in  a  real  estate,  is  to  be  taken  in  the  legal  ex-  Vide  Feame, 

_-  iio  .....  ...      Ex.  Dev.  478. 

tent  of  the  expression,  and  therefore  the  limitation  over  being  in  ed.  a. 
that  sense  too  remote,  is  utterly  void. 

33.  It  is  the  same  thins:,  whether  a  devise  of  a  term  be  to  one  Nor  betweeo  a 

devise  for  ufe 

for  life  expressly,  and  if  he  die  without  issue,  remainder  over ;  and  an  iode- 
or  to  one  indefinitely,  and  if  he  die  without  issue,  remainder  rFearii!£!D. 
over.  ^-i 

34.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  Love  v.  Wyndham,  the  devise  was  to  ^°^'  **  ^^* 
one  for  life  expressly,  and  if  he  died  without  issue,  remainder 

over ;  and  yet  the  remainder  was  held  void. 

36.  W.  Clare  being  possessed  of  a  long  term,  devised  it  to  Claie  v.  Clare, 
trustees,  in  trust  for  his  son  Thomas  Clare,  for  so  many  years  of  ' 

the  tern  as  he  should  live ;  and  after  his  death,  in  trust  for  the 
issue  male  of  his  son  Thomas,  lawfully  begotten,  for  so  many 
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years  of  the  said  unexpired  term  as  such  issue  male  should  live ; 
and  when  the  issue  male  of  his  said  son  Thomas  should  happen 
to  be  extinety  then  in  trust  for  his  second  son,  in  the  same 
manner. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  limitation  over  to  the  second 
son^  after  failure  of  issue  male  of  Thomas,  was  not  void.  Lord 
Talbot  held,  that  the  subsequent  limitation  to  the  issue  of  Tho- 
mas did  not  enlai^e  the  express  estate  for  life  given  to  him ;  but 
he  also  held,  that  the  remainder  over  upon  the  extinction  of 
issue  male  of  Thomas,  which  was  equivalent  to  a  dying  with- 
out issue,  when  taken  as  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue,  was 
void.(fl) 

36.  An  executory  devise  of  a  term  for  years  for  life  to  a  person 
in  esse,  to  take  place  upon  a  dying  without  issue  of  another,  may 
be  good,  because  the  future  limitation  being  only  for  the  life  of  a 
person  then  existing,  must  necessarily  take  place  during  that 
life,  or  not  at  all ;  and  therefore  the  failure  of  issue  is,  in  that 
case,  confined  to  the  compass  of  a  life  in  being. 

37.  W.  Wilson  being  possessed  of  a  tenn  for  years,  assigned 
the  same  to  trustees,  in  trust  that  he  should  receive  the  profits 
during  his  life ;  and  after  his  death  for  Mary  his  wife,  during 
her  life ;  and  after  her  death,  that  John  Oates  should  receive  a 
moiety  of  the  profits  during  his  life ;  and  after  his  decease,  his 
child  or  children  during  his,  her,  and  their  lives;  and  for  want 
of  such  issue,  or  after  the  decease  of  the  child  or  children  of 
Edward  Oates,  to  permit  Sarah  Chalfont  to  receive  the  profits 
during  her  life. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  limitation  to  Sarah  Chalfont 
was  good ;  and  the  Lord  Keeper  Finch  declared,  that  the  trust 
being  expressly  limited  for  life,  the  same  did  not  tend  to  a  pei^ 
petuity,  and  therefore  was  good. 

(a)  [The  authority  of  this  case  it  should  seem  is  overruled  as«to  the  first  point,  vis : 
that  the  bequest  did  not  give  a  quasi  implied  entail  to  Thomas  Clare  :  it  is  questioDed 
in  Knight  v.  Ellis,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  577.  See  also  the  authorities  cited  in  the  note  Forr.  26L 
£d.  1792.  In  Phipps  v.  Lord  Mulgrave,  Lord  Loughborough,  C.  observed,  '*  I  have 
taken  it  to  be  most  perfectly  understood  that  Clare  v.  Clare  was  destroyed  by  Sabbarton 
V.  Sabbarton."  Forr.  245.  see  Britton  v.  Twining,  3  Mer.  176,  183.  In  Andiee  «. 
Ward,  1  Rubs.  260.  lb.  262.  the  reader  will  find  an  instance  where  the  life  estate  was 
not  extended  by  implication  to  a  quad  entail.  On  the  construction  of  limitations  of 
chattels  real,  and  personal  estate  in  wills — see  Boper's  Legades,  2  voL  445, 479. 
£d.  18d8.] 
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Other  Matters  relating  to  Executory  Demes. 


Sbct.  1.  ¥rher€  one  lAmUatum  ii  ex- 
ecutory, all  the  others  are 
90  likeiDtee. 
5.  A  preceding  executory  Ltmt- 
tation  may  he  uncertam 
when  a  eubaequent  one  may 
he  certain, 

11.  A  preceding  executory  Lum- 
tation  i$  not  a  condition 
precedent, 

17.  lAndtatione  over  qfter  an 
executory  Deviu  of  the 
wheiU  Interest^  eometimea 
good, 

22.  JHatinction  between  Cases 
where  a  snbeeptent  lAmi- 
tatum  may  becotne  good  or 
not. 

24.  A  Limitation  which  was  ori- 
gindUy  a  Contingent  Re- 
mainder^ may  take  Effect 
as  an  Executory  Detnse. 


Sbct.  90.  Distinction  between  Execu- 
tory Devises  per  verba  de 
priesenti  and  per  verba  de 
falnro. 

S5.  The  Freehold  descends  in  the 
mean  Time, 

88.  And  also  the  intermediate 
Profits, 

41.  Which  will  pass  by  a  Devise 
Iff  the  Residue, 

44.  Executory  Interests  are  de- 
visable, 

48.  And  also  assignable, 

51.  Might  btfore  stat.  S  4r  4 
Will.  4.  be  passed  by  Fine 
or  Recovery  f  and  may  be 
released, 

62.  DescendibU  and  transmissible 
to  Heirs  and  Executors. 

65.  Chancery  wiUrestrainWaste^ 

57.  Trusts  of  accumulation  con- 
fined to  the  same  Period  as 
Executory  Devises, 


Section  I. 

It  18  laid  down  by  Mr.  Fearae,  that  where  one  limitation  of  a  Where  one  li- 
devise  is  taken  to  be  executory,  all  subsequent  limitations  must  ^toiydi  tba 
likewise  be  so  taken.    Thus  Serjeant  Pemberton  says,  the  seve-  ^^^.  *™  •* 
ral  limitations  of  a  devise  of  one  and  the  same  thing  shall  never  Canh.  R.  309, 
be  made  to  operate  several  ways,  viz.  some  by  way  of  executory 
devise,  and  others  by  way  of  remainder.    The  Court  seemed  to 
admit  the  distinction ;  but  it  may  be  proper  to  consider  upon 
what  reasons  it  is  grounded. 
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^^^-  2.  With  respect  to  the  devise  of  a  ternii  it  is  clear  that  if  there 

be  twenty  limitations  of  it  after  a  devise  to  one  for  life.  Sec.,  every 
one  of  the  twenty,  will  be  equally  as  executory  as  the  first  of 
them  ;  because  all  are  equally  limitations  of  a  term,  after  a  dis- 
position thereof  for  life ;  which  cannot  hold  otherwise  than  by 
way  of  executory  devise.  Therefore  the  question  can  only  arise 
in  regard  to  the  devise  of  a  freehold ;  and  then  we  are  to  consi- 
der that  every  executory  devise  is  either  the  limitation  of  an 
estate  after  the  fee  has  been  already  disposed  of,  or  else  is  a 
freehold  to  commence  iaftUuro,  without  any  preceding  freehold 
to  support  it.  In  the  first  case,  it  is  evident  that  every  limitation 
subsequent  to  the  first  executory  devise,  must  also  be  execu- 
tory ;  because  it  is  also  a  limitation  of  an  estate  after  the  fee  has 
been  already  disposed  of.  In  the  latter  case  the  first  executory 
limitation,  being  the  first  freehold  limited  by  the  will,  no  free- 
hold can  vest  in  possession  under  that  will,  before  the  time  ap- 
pointed for  such  limitation  to  take  effect ;  if  it  could,  then  would 
that  supposed  limitation  be  really  not  executory ;  because  it 
would  in  that  case  be  supported  by  a  preceding  freehold. 

Tit.  IS.  c.  1.  3.  It  is  true  that  in  relation  to  contingent  reoiaiadars,  a  subse- 
quent remainder  may  vest  in  interest  before  a  preceding  contin- 
gent remainder;  but  that  is  only  where  some  preceding  freehold 
vests  io  possession  in  the  mean  time.  But  no  subsequent  re- 
mainder can  first  vest  in  possession,  and  afterwards  a  preceding 
estate  take  place  :  for  wherever  a  subsequent  limitation  vests  in 
possession,  before  a  preceding  contingent  one  can  arise  and  vest, 
such  preceding  one  is  utterly  precluded  and  destroyed.  But  in 
the  ease  now  under  consideration,  there  is  no  freehold  limited  to 
▼est  immediately  in  possession  ;  we  cannot  make  the  preceding 
estate  and  the  remainder  change  places,  and  the  latter  come  into 
possession  before  the  former ;  this  would  be  absurd,  and  directly 
contrary  to  the  order  of  limitations.  If  this  cannot  be  done, 
then  no  one  of  the  subsequent  limitations  can  take  place,  before 
the  time  liauted  for  the  first ;  they  are  all  therefore  equally  fiee- 
holds  to  commence  in  futurOf  without  any  present  lijailalion,  or 
estate  of  freehold  to  support  thea ;  and  consequently  they  are 
all  equally  executory,  till  the  tisie  comes  for  the  first  estate 
to  vest,  or  fail ;  then  all  the  limitations  to  persons  in  ewe,  and 
ascertained,  may  vest,  and  no  longer  continue  executory. 

ADtt^c.i8.i.i5.      4.  Thus  in  the  case  of  Oore  v.  Gore  it  was  held,  that  till  the 
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event  of  Thomas  Gore's  having  a  son  should  be  decided  one  way 
or  other,  by  the  birth  of  such  son,  or  by  Thomas  Gore's  death 
without  one,  the  devise  to  his  son  was  executory,  being  a  free- 
hold limited  to  oommence  tM  futuro. 

5.  A  preceding  executory  limitation  may  however  be  uncertain  A  preoedioi^ 
and  contingent,  when  a  subsequent  limitation,  though  it  be  to  ^^q  i^y  be 
take  effect  in  future,  may  not  be  uncertain  and  conditional;  Jl'^^^uent*^" 
otherwise  than  in  respect  of  the  possibility  of  its  expiration  one  may  be 
before  the  former  vests,  or  fails ;  but  may  be  so  limited  as  to  take 
effect,  either  in  default  of  the  preceding  limitation  taking  effect 
at  all,  or  by  way  of  remainder  after  it,  if  that  should  take  eflect. 
In  either  of  those  cases  it  must  vest  at  the  time  appointed  for 
the    preceding   limitation  to  vest;   for  should  the  preceding 
limitation  fail  of  taking  effect,  the  subsequent  one  will  then 
vest  in  possession.     Should  the  preceding  take  effsct,  the  sub- 
sequent one  will  at  the  same  time  vest  in  interest,  as  a  remainder 
upon  the  preceding  one,  and  then  become  liable  to  the  same 
modes  of  destruction  to  which  other  remainders  of  the  same 
kind  are  subject. 

6.  A  person  devised  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to  receive  the  Brownswoid 
rents  and  profits  till  J.  B.  should  attain  twenty-one ;  and  if  he  2  Ves.  243! 
should  live  to  attain  the  said  age  of  twenty-one,  or  have  issue,  j^^^  ^' 
then  to  the  said  J.  B.  and  the  heirs  of  his  body :  but  if  the  said  i^  ^s^>  ^^' 

,_,-,.  ,.     1    ^  .  -  •    [lOB.&Ald. 

J.  B.  should  happen  to  die  before  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and  201.] 
without  issue,  then  over* 

Lord  Hardwicke,  considering  the  word  and  as  used  for  or, 
and  the  condition  as  disjunctive,  instead  of  copulative,  decreed 
that  the  remainder  over  should  take  effect,  upon  the  apparent 
intent  of  the  testator  that  it  should  take  place,  either  in  de- 
fault of  J.  B.'s  attaining  twenty-one,  or  on  his  dying  without 


7.  A  married  woman,  in  pursuance  of  a  power,  devised  the  Southby  v. 
profits  of  her  estate  to  her  husband  for  his  natural  life,  and  after  2  Yes.  610! 
his  death,  she  bequeathed  the  said  estate  to  her  children,  if  she 
should  leave  any  to  survive  her ;  but  in  case  she  should  leave 
no  such  child  or  children,  nor  the  issue  of  such  child  or  children, 
and  after  the  decease  of  her  husband,  then  she  gave  and  be- 
queathed the  said  estates  to  her  friend  J.  H.,  making  him 
theveby  her  sole  heir  of  her  last  will  and  testament,  in  default  of 
issue  left  by  her,  and  after  the  death  of  her  husband. 
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At  the  time  of  making  her  will  the  testatrix  was  with  child, 
and  soon  after  had  a  daughter,  and  died. 

Lord  Hardwicke  held,  that  the  child  took  an  estate  tail,  and 
not  a  fee  ;  and  that  the  devise  over  to  J.  H.  was  a  vested  le- 
mainder,  and  not  a  limitation  to  take  effect  only  on  the  event  of 
the  testatrix  dying  without  leaving  any  child,  or  the  issue  of  any, 
living  at  her  decease.  He  said  the  testatrix  had  only  expressed 
the  double  contingency,  which  there  is  in  the  case  of  every  limi- 
tation in  remainder  after  an  estate  tail ;  viz.  there  being  no  issue 
at  all,  or  such  issue  dying  without  issue. 
CoUeoion  o.  8.  A  distinction,  however,  must  be  made  between  cases  of  this 

1485  *  *  nature,  and  the  case  where  a  testator  devised  to  B.  his  son  and 
heir ;  and  if  he  died  before  twenty-one,  and  without  issue  of  his 
body  then  living,  the  remainder  over,  8cc.  B.  survived  the  twenty- 
one  years,  and  then  sold  the  lands,  and  died.  It  was  held  that 
he  had  a  fee  simple  immediately ;  for  the  estate  tail  was  limited 
to  arise  upon  a  contingency  subsequent 
1  Ab.  £q.  9.  And  also  where  a  person  devised  lands  to  his  wife,  till  his 

*  ^ '  *  son  came  of  age ;  and  then  that  his  son  should  have  the  land, 
to  him  and  his  heirs ;  and  if  he  died  without  issue  before  his 
said  age,  then  to  his  daughter  and  her  heirs.  This  was  held 
to  be  a  good  executory  devise  to  the  daughter,  if  the  contin- 
gency happened ;  and  if  he  lived  to  twenty-one,  though  he  after 
died  without  issue,  or  left  issue,  though  he  died  before  twenty- 
one,  yet  the  daughter  was  not  to  have  the  land ;  because  he  was 
to  die  without  issue,  and  before  twenty-one,  or  else  the  daughter 
could  not  take. 

10.  It  is  observable,  that  in  the  two  last  cases,  the  devise  to 
the  son  was  in  fee,  so  as  not  to  admit  a  regular  remainder  after 
Ante,  8. 6.  it :  whereas  in  that  of  Brownsword  v.  Edwards,  the  first  devise 
was  in  tail ;  upon  which  Lord  Hardwicke  laid  so  much  stress, 
as  to  say,  that  had  the  devise  been  to  B.  and  his  heirs,  the  con- 
struction he  gave  could  not,  he  believed,  be  made ;  for  where 
there  was  such  a  contingent  limitation,  he  did  not  know  that  the 
Court  had  changed  the  word  heirs  into  heirs  of  the  body,  to 
make  it  so  throughout* 
A  praceding  11.  It  has  been  observed  in  a  former  title,  that  where  a  devise 

tatio&^7nata'  ^^  xxi^de  upon  a  condition  annexed  to  a  preceding  estate,  that  is, 
^dition  pre-  ^here  it  is  made  after  a  preceding  executory  or  contingent  limi- 
Tit.  16.  c.  1.     tation ;  or  is  limited  to  take  effect  on  a  condition  annexed  to  any 

a.  03.  &  74. 
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preceding  estate;  if  that  preceding  limitation  or  contingent  es-  t^®*^^' «%^* 
tate  never  should  arise  or  take  effect,  the  remainder  over  will 
nevertheless  take  place ;  the  first  estate  being  considered  only 
as  a  preceding  limitation,  not  as  a  preceding  condition,  to  give 
effect  to  the  subsequent  limitation. 

12.  A  person  devised  a  term  for  years  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  ^ones  v. 

•'  .  Westcomb, 

after  her  death,  to  the  child  she  was  then  ensient  with :  and  if  i  Ab.  £q.245. 
such  child  died  before  it  came  to  twenty-one,  then  he  devised 
one-third  part  of  the  same  term  to  his  wife  her  executors  ad* 
ministrators  and  assigns,  and   the  other  two<^thirds  to  other 
persons. 

One  of  the  questions  was,  whether  the  devise  to  the  wife,  of 
one-third  part  of  the  term,  was  good ;  because  it  appeared  that 
she  was  not  ensient  at  all,  and  so  the  contingency  upon  which 
the  devise  to  her  was  to  take  place  never  happened.  And  Lord 
Harcourt  held  it  was  good. 

.  13.  A  case  arose  in  the  Court  of  K.B.  upon  the  same  will,  Andrews  v. 
and  Lord  Ch.  J.  Lee  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court — '^  That  i  Ves.  421. 
the  limitation  over  was  good;  that  the  devise  to  the  infant, 
being  ineffectual,  was  out  of  the  case ;  and  the  law  the  same, 
whether  the  devise  immediately  preceding  the  limitation  over 
was  originally  void,  or  became  so  by  non-existence  or  non-entity 
of  the  person :  for  that,  since  the  law  allows  such  a  limitation 
over,  it  allows  the  waiting  for  it.  That  it  was  one  of  those  ex- 
ecutory limitations  which  depend  on  some  contingency,  on  the 
failure  of  a  preceding  limitation,  none  of  which  take  in,  all  the 
ways  of  failing ;  but  still  it  was  the  same  thing." 

14.  The  above  resolution  was  upon  the  leasehold  part  of  the  Roe  v.  Wicket, 
estates,  which  passed  by  the  will.     But  afterwards  the  same  iw^.R.'l07. 
point,  in  regard  to  the  freehold  lands,  came  before  the  Court  of  ^uJ^'sS^' 
C.  B. ;  the  Judges  of  which  were  of  opinion  that  the  event  of  no 
child's  being  born,  was  a  c(isus  omissus,  concerning  which  no  di- 
rection was  given  by  the  will ;  that  the  rule  was,  that  an  heir  at 
law  was  not  to  be  disinherited,  but  by  express  words  or  neces- 
sary implication :  therefore  upon  that  ground  the  devise  over 
could  not  take  effect. 

That  the  case  of  Andrews  v.  Fulham,  being  a  determination 
on  the  leasehold,  was  distinguishable ;  that  the  plaintiff*  there 
had  assented  to  the  devise  over,  and  so  was  concluded;  and 
that  there  was  a  difference  of  construction  between  the  lease- 
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hold  and  the  freehold,  because  of  the  favour  ahown  to  the  behrat 
law. 

15.  Upon  this  another  ejectment  was  brought  in  B.  R.,  where 
Lord  Ch.  J.  Lee  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  that  the 
devise  over  was  to  be  considered  as  a  limitation  subsequent : 
the  first  as  a  preceding  limitation,  not  a  condition,  which,  what- 
ever way  it  was  laid  out  of  the  case,  the  other  took  effect.  That 
the  true  construction  of  the  will  was,  that  there  was  a  good 
devise  to  the  wife  for  life,  with  a  contingent  remainder  to  the 
child  in  fee,  with  a  devise  over ;  which  they  held  a  good  exe- 
cutory devise,  as  it  was  to  commence  within  twenty-one  years 
after  a  life  in  being ;  and  if  the  contingency  of  a  child  never 
happened,  then  the  last  remainder  was  to  take  effect,  upon  the 
death  of  the  wife ;  and  tbe  number  of  contingencies  was  not 
material,  if  they  were  all  to  happen  within  a  life  in  being,  or  a 
reasonable  time  after. 

16.  Serjeant  Urling  devised  his  real  estate  to  his  brother  G. 
Urling  and  his  heirs,  on  this  express  condition,  that  within  three 
months  after  his  decease,  his  brother  should  execute  and  deliver 
to  his  trustee  a  general  release  of  all  demands  which  he  might 
claim  on  his  estate,  for  what  cause  soever.  But  if  his  brother 
should  neglect  to  give  such  release,  the  said  devise  to  him  should 
be  null  and  void  to  all  intents :  and  in  such  case  he  devised  it 
to  Richard  Ward,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever. 

G.  Urling  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator.  It  was  decreed 
that  the  devise  over  should  take  place :  and  though  a  distinction 
was  contended  for  between  the  case  of  a  remainder  over,  after  an 
executory  particular  estate  only,  and  those  cases  wherein  an  ex- 
ecutory devise  was  introduced,  after  a  disposition  of  the  whole 
fee,  yet  Lord  Hardwicke  exploded  that  distinction,  because  he 
did  not  find  any  authority  to  warrant  it. 

17.  It  seems  now  to  be  settled,  that  whatever  number  of  limi- 
tations there  may  be  after  the  first  executory  devise  of  the 
whole  interest,  any  one  of  them  which  is  so  limited,  that  it  must 
take  effect,  if  at  all,  within  twenty-one  years  and  some  months 
after  the  death  of  a  person  then  existing,  may  be  good  in  event; 
if  no  one  of  the  preceding  executory  limitations,  which  would 
carry  the  whole  interest,  happens  to  vest.  But  when  once  any 
preceding  executory  limitation,  which  carries  the  whole  interest, 
happens  to  take  place,  that  instant  all  the  subsequent  limita- 
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tioQs  become  void,  and  the  whole  interest  is  then  become 
Tested. 

18.  A  term  for  years  was  assigned  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  MaMenburgv. 
husband  and  wife,  during  their  lives,  and  the  life  of  the  longer  234^04. 
liver  of  them ;  and  if  there  should  happen  to  be  issue  male  of 

their  bodies  living  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of 
them,  then  in  trust  that  the  eldest  son  of  that  marriage  should 
be  maintained  out  of  the  rents  and  profits,  until  he  attained  his 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  then  the  whole  term  to  be  assigned 
to  him ;  and  in  case  he  should  die  before  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  then  in  like  manner  to  the  second,  third,  and  every  other 
son  of  that  marriage  ;  but  in  case  there  should  be  no  such  issue 
living  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  the  husband 
and  wife,  or  in  case  there  should  be  such  issue,  and  they  should 
all  die  before  any  of  them  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
then  the  term  was  limited  to  Sir  W.  Massenburg.  The  husband 
and  wife  died  leaving  a  son,  who  died  an  infant. 

Lord  Keeper  North  said,  that  as  the  rules  of  Chancery,  re- 
specting the  limitations  of  trusts  of  terms  for  years,  were  the 
same  with  those  by  which  executory  devises  of  terms  for  years 
were  governed  at  law ;  he  would  have  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges  on  this  point. 

The  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  having  unani- 
mously given  their  opinion  that  the  contingent  limitation  over  to 
Sir  W.  Massenburg  was  good,  because  it  must  happen  within 
the  space  of  twenty-one  years  after  a  life  in  being,  the  Lord 
Keeper  decreed  accordingly,  (a) 

19.  Alice  Higgins  devised  the  premises,  being  a  term  for  999  HiggiM  v. 
years,  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  herself  for  life,  remainder  to  H.  ip.  Wms.  98. 
Higgins  her  son,  and  Mary  his  wife,  and  after  their  several  de«  ^      ' 
ceases,  in  trust  for  the  eldest  son  of  the  said  H.  Higgins,  by  the 

said  Mary  Dowler  in  tail ;  and  for  default  of  issue  of  such  first 
begotten  son,  for  all  and  every  the  other  son  and  sons  of  the 
said  Henry  Higgins,  by  the  said  Mary  Dowler ;  and  for  default 
of  such  issue  male  of  the  said  Henry  Higgins,  by  the  said  Mary 
Dowler,  then  in  trust  for  all  and  every  the  daughters.  There 
never  was  a  son  of  the  said  marriage,  but  there  was  a  daughter ; 
and  the  husband  and  wife  being  both  dead,  it  was  objected  that 

(a)  The  preteDt  mode  of  settling  termi  for  years,  which  has  been  already  staled, 
Tit.  39.  c.  iM.  s.  13.  is  ooniirmed  by  this  detennination.— \ole  toformn  editum*  . 

i 
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the  limitation  of  the  trust  to  the  daughter  was  Toid^it  being  aftev 
a  limitation  in  tail  to  the  sons,  which^  in  the  case  of  a  term,  was 
not  to  be  allowed. 

Lord  Cowper  said,  there  was  a  diversity,  where  the  limitation 
in  tail  had  vested,  for  there,  it  must  be  admitted,  the  remainder 
over  would  have  been  void  ;  but  as  in  this  case  there  never  was 
a  son,  the  remainder  to  the  daughter  was  good.  And  it  was  no 
more  than  the  limitation  of  the  trust  of  a  term  two  ways ;  viz. 
if  there  be  a  son  by  the  marriage,  then  the  limitation  is  to  that 
son ;  but  if  there  be  no  son  of  the  marriage,  but  a  daughter^ 
then  to  that  daughter ;  and  this  was  not  too  remote  a  contin- 
gency, because  confined  to  a  life  in  being. 
Stanley  v.  20.  Dorothy  Lennard  being  possessed  of  lands  for  the  residue  of 

Wms.  686.  a  term  of  500  years,  devised  them  to  a  trustee,  m  trust  to  permit 
her  nephew  Francis  Leigh  and  his  assigns  to  receive  all  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  premises,  for  so  long  as  he  should  live ;  and  after 
his  decease,  to  the  use  of  his  first  son  and  the  heirs  male  of  his 
body ;  and  in  default  thereof,  to  the  use  of  his  second  and  other 
sons,  in  the  same  manner ;  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  to  the 
use  of  the  daughter  and  daughters  of  Francis  Leigh ;  or  in  caso 
of  their  death  before  the  age  of  twenty-one  or  marriage,  then  to 
the  use  of  Edward  Stanley,  for  the  then  residue  of  the  term. 

Francis  Leigh  died  without  issue;  and  the  question  was, 
whether  the  limitation  of  the  term  to  Edward  Stanley  was  good. 
Sir  J.  Jekyll  said,  he  did  not  think  this  limitation  tended  to  a 
perpetuity ;  such  a  limitation  of  an  estate  in  fee  simple  would 
have  been  good ;  and  yet  that  would  have  gone  farther  towards 
a  perpetuity ;  for  the  sons,  though  not  in  eue^  must  all  have 
taken,  one  after  another,  and  none  of  them  could  have  barred 
the  remainder  but  by  a  recovery,  which  required  time ;  whereas 
in  this  case  the  first  son  would  upon  his  birth  have  had  the 
Tit.  32.  c.  24.  whole  residue  of  the  term,  subject  to  the  precedent  interest, 
vested  in  him ;  and  it  could  never  have  gone  over  to  any  remain* 
der-man,  if  he  had  died  under  age,  but  his  executors  or  adminis- 
trators would  have  had  it,  who  could  have  aliened  or  assigned 
it  immediately.  It  was  decreed  that  the  limitation  over  was 
good. 
Ante.  c.  17.  21.  In  thecase  of  Stephens  v.  Stephens,  the  certificate  of  the 

mi  ^^^       Judges,  after  stating  that  the  devise  to  the  first  son  of  Mary  Ste- 
phens who  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  was  good ; 
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goes  on  in  these  words^ — "The  consequence  whereof  is^  that  all 
the  subsequent  limitations  will  be  good  :  the  estate  will  vest  in 
Thomas,  the  son  now  living,  when  he  shall  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years  in  tail  male,  according  to  the  clause  directing 
the  order  of  succession  between  the  sons  to  be  born.  If  Thomas 
the  son  now  living  should  happen  to  die  before  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years^  and  the  testator's  daughter^  Dame  Mary  Stephens^ 
should  have  any  other  son  by  Sir  Thomas  Stephens,  then  the 
estate  will  go  over  to  him^  when  he  shall  attain  his  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  in  like  manner  as  it  would  have  vested  in  Thomas. 
If  Thomas  the  son  should  die  before  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  and  Dame  Mary  should  have  no  other  son  by  Sir  Thomas 
Stephens,  who  should  attain  his  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then 
his  estate  will  go  over  to  Sarah  the  daughter,  and  all  the  other 
daughters  of  the  said  Dame  Mary  by  Sir  Thomas,  as  tenants  in 
common  in  tail ;  with  remainder  over  to  Richard  Stephens,  the 
testator's  brother,  in  fee.  But  in  case  Thomas  the  son  should 
die  before  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and  Sarah  the  daughter  should 
then  be  dead,  without  issue,  and  there  should  be  no  other  son  of 
Dame  Mary  who  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or 
any  other  daughter  hereafter  born  of  their  bodies,  then  the  estate 
will  go  to  the  said  Sir  Richard  Stephens,  by  virtue  of  the  last 
remainder  to  him  in  fee." 

22.  In  the  foregoing  cases,  it  is  observable,  that  wherever  a  Distinction  be- 
preceding  executory  limitation  carried  the  whole  interest,  a  sub-  ^^°  ?*^ubae- 
sequent  limitation  was  not  considered  as  a  limitation  upon  the  quent  limitation 

^        ^  f^  may  become 

preceding,  and  to  take  effect  after  it,  but  as  an  alternative,  sub-  good  or  not. 
stituted  in  its  room,  and  to  take  effect  only  in  case  the  preceding  522.  £d.  8. 
one  should  fail,  and  never  take  effect  at  all :  and  where  a  preced- 
ing executory  limitation  did  not  carry  the  whole  interest,  a 
subsequent  one  was  considered  either  as  becoming  vested  in 
interest,  as  a  remainder  expectant  on  the  preceding  estate,  as 
soon  as  that  took  effect,  or  else  as  taking  effect  in  possession 
at  the  time  limited  for  the  preceding  estate  to  vest,  in  case 
that  preceding  one  failed  of  taking  effect.  So  that  in  either 
case  it  follows,  that  if  the  preceding  limitation  was  not  too  re- 
mote in  its  creation,  the  subsequent  one  could  not  be  so,  being  to 
take  effect  at  the  time  limited  for  the  first,  or  else  not  at  all.  It 
was  therefore  necessary  to  distinguish  between  instances  of  this 
kind,  and  those  cases  wherein  either  the  preceding  limitation  is 

VOL.  VI.  £  £ 


418 


Sabbarton  v. 
Sabbarton, 
Forieit,  246. 


3  Burr.  878. 


A  limitatioQ 
which  was  ori- 
ginally a  coo- 
tingeot  remain- 
der may  take 
effect  as  an  ex- 
ecutory devise. 
Fearne's  Ex. 
Dev.624.£d.8. 


TUU  XXXVIII.  Devise.  Ch.  XX.  $.  22—24. 

iK>t  executory,  but  vested,  or  there  is  no  preceding  limitation  at 
all ;  for  in  either  of  such  cases,  the  future  limitatioa  eannot  be 
merely  an  alterna ti  ve,  but  is  absolutely  limited  to  take  effect,  either 
aAer  the  expiration  of  the  preoeding  limitation,  or  else,  if  there 
be  no  preceding  limitation,  upon  the  happening  of  some  future 
eve&t ;  and  therefore,  if  the  expiration  of  that  preceding  limita- 
tion be  of  too  remote  a  nature,  the  future  limitation  is  void  in  its 
creation,  and  no  subsequent  accident  can  make  it  good ;  because 
it  is  not,  as  in  the  former  cases,  limited  to  take  effector  fail  upon 
the  CTcnt  of  a  contingency  which  must  be  determined,  one  way 
or  other,  within  the  period  allowed  by  law  for  the  vesting  of  an 
executory  devise ;  but  is  limited  absolutely,  to  take  effect  on  an 
event  which  >may  not  happen  within  such  a  period* 

23.  Thus  although  in  the  case  of  a  devise  of  lands  in  fee  to 
the  first  son  of  A.  who  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and 
in  default  of  such  issue,  remainder  to  B.  in  fee ;  such  a  limita- 
tion would  fail  or  take  effect  according  as  the  first  limitation 
ahould  vest  or  not :  yet  if  a  devise  be  to  the  heirs  male  of  the 
body  of  C,  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  remainder  to  D.  in  tail;(a) 
liere  if  we  suppose  the  first  limitation  void,  the  subsequent  one  is 
an  absolute  fiature  limitation,  to  take  effect  after  a  dying  without 
issue;  and  therefore  though  no  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  C. 
should  ever  exist,  such  event  will  not  make  good  the  limitation 
to  D.,  which  was  too  remote  in  its  creation,  and  could  not  be 
considered,  as  in  the  former  case,  merely  as  an  alternative  to  a 
preceding  limitation,  and  which  must  vest  at  the  time  limited 
for  that  preceding  one  to  vest,  or  else  not  at  all. 

24.  It  has  been  stated,  that  whenever  a  contingent  limitation 
is  preceded  by  a  freehold  capable  of  supporting  it,  it  is  con- 
strued a  contingent  remainder,  and  not  an  executory  devise. 
But  it  is  possible  that  the  freehold  so  limited  may,  by  a  subsequent 
accident,  become  incapable  of  ever  taking  effect  at  all ;  as  by 

(a)  [Upon  this  passage  Mr.  Butler  in  his  edition  of  Fearae's  C.  R.  makes  the  followiog 
observation.  "  The  text  in  this  place  appears  to  be  imperfect.  The  devises  mentioned 
by  Mr.  Feame,  are  evidently  devises  of  real  estate ;  and  a  devise  of  real  estate  to 
the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  C.  is  good,  «ther  with  or  without  a  previout  devise  to 
C.  himself."  Probably  Mr.  Feame  meant  to  propound  a  cas^  where  withoat  any  deviss 
to  C.  or  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  there  was  a  devise  "  alter  a  faihm  of  heirs  male  ef 
the  body  of  C."  to  D.  in  tail.  Such  a  devise  over  has  been  shewn  to  be  void  in  the 
farmer  part  of  this  work.  To  such  case  Mr.  Fearne*s  observations  in  this  place  evi- 
dently  apply.*] 
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the  death  of  the  first  devisee  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  in  which 
case  the  subsequent  limitation^  if  the  contingency  has  not  then 
happened,  will  be  in  the  same  condition  at  the  testator's  death, 
that  is,  at  the  time  when  the  will  is  to  take  effect,  as  if  it  had 
been  limited  without  a  preceding  freehold.  Now  in  this  case  it 
has  been  held,  that  where  such  subsequent  limitation  could  not 
▼est  at  the  testator's  death,  it  should  enure  as  an  executory  de- 
vise, rather  than  fail  for  want  of  that  preceding  freehold^  which 
had  never  taken  effect. 

25.  Mr.  Hopkins  devised  his  real  estate  to  trustees  and  their  Hopkins  v. 
heirs,  to  the  use  of  them  and  their  heirs,  in  trust  for  Samuel  nBu43?'[Bnt]. 
Hopkins  for  life ;  and,  from  and  after  his  decease,  in  trust  for  ^**]^^^i.^51i? 
the  first  and  every  other  son  of  the  said  Samuel,  and  the  heirs  4.] 
male  of  the  body  of  every  such  son ;  and  for  want  of  such  issue, 
in  case  John  Hopkins,  (the  father  of  Samuel  Hopkins,)  should 
have  any  other  son  or  sons  of  his  body,  then  in  trust  for  all  and 
every  such  son  and  sons  respectively  and  successively,  for  their 
respective  lives,  with  the  like  remainders  to  their  several  sons, 
with  the  like  remainders  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  every 
such  son,  as  before  limited  to  the  issue  male  of  the  said  Samuel 
Hopkins ;  and  for  want  of  such  issue,  in  trust  for  the  first  and 
every  other  son  of  the  body  of  Sarah,  (the  said  John  Hopkins's 
eldest  daughter,)  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  with  like  remainders 
to  the  sons  of  John  Hopkins's  other  daughters ;  and  for  want  of 
such  issue,  then  in  trust  for  the  first  and  every  other  son  of  his 
cousin  Ann  Dare,  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  with  like  remainders 
to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  every  such  son  of  the  said  Ann 
Dare ;  and  for  default  of  such  issue,  then  in  trust  for  his  own 
right  heirs  for  ever. 

Samuel  Hopkins  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  without  issue ; 
and,  some  time  after,  the  testator  died.  Nor  had  John  Hopkins 
any  other  son,  nor  were  any  of  the  other  remainder-men  in  esse 
at  the  testator's  death,  except  a  son  of  Ann  Dare. 

Lord  Talbot. — ''  Two  questions  have  been  made  upon  this 
will.  The  first  is,  whether  this  limitation  to  the  first  and  every 
other  son  of  John  Hopkins  can  now  take  effect  as  an  executory 
devise  ?  Or,  whether  it  shall  be  taken  as  a  contingent  remain- 
der, and,  consequently,  void  for  want  of  a  particular  estate  to 
support  it  by  reason  of  Samuel's  death  in  the  testator's  lifetime ; 
and  that  John  Hopkins  had  no  son  in  esse  at  the  testator's  death, 

E  e2 
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when  the  remainder  might  vest  ?  As  to  the  first,  I  think  it  im- 
possible to  cile  any  authorities  in  point:  none  have  been  cited. 
It  seems  to  be  allowed,  that  if  things  had  stood  as  they  did  at 
the  time  of  making  the  will,  the  limitation  in  question  would 
have  been  a  remainder,  by  reason  of  Samuel's  estate,  which 

A ate»c.  18.8.8.  would  have  supported  it.     So  is  the  case  of  Purefoy  v.  Rogers: 

and  limitations  of  this  kind  are  never  construed  to  be  executory 
devises,  but  where  they  cannot  take  effect  as  remainders.  So, 
on  the  other  hand,  it  is  likewise  clear,  that,  had  there  been  no 
such  limitations  to  Samuel  and  his  sons,  the  limitation  must 
have  been  a  good  executory  devise,  there  being  no  antecedent 
estate  to  support  it ;  and,  consequently,  not  able  to  enure  as  a 
remainder;  so  that  it  must  be  the  intervening  accident  of 
Samuel's  death  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  upon  which  this  point 
must  depend.  And,  as  to  that,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  time 
of  making  the  will  is  principally  to  be  regarded,  in  respect  to 
the  testator's  intent.  And  if,  in  this  case,  we  consider  it  as  an 
executory  devise,  the  intent  will  be  served  in  case  John  Hopkins 
has  a  second  son  :  but  if  it  is  taken  as  a  remainder,  the  intent 
plainly  appearing  that  a  second  son  of  John  Hopkins  should 
take,  is  quite  destroyed,  there  being  no  precedent  estate  to  sup- 
port it  as  a  remainder.  The  very  being  of  executory  devises 
$hows  a  strong  inclination,  both  in  courts  of  law  and  of  equity, 
to  support  the  testator's  intent  as  far  as  possible:  and  though 
they  be  not  of  ancient  date,  yet  they  are  of  the  same  nature  with 
3pringing  uses,  which  are  as  old  as  uses  themselves.  I  can  see 
po  difference  between  this  case  and  the  others  of  a  like  nature 
that  have  been  adjudged;  and  if  such  a  construction  may  be 
made  consistently  with  the  rules  of  law,  and  agreeable  to  the 
testator's  intent,  it  would  be  very  hard  not  to  suffer  it  to  prevail. 

Ante,  c.  18.       In  Pay's  case,  had  the  testator  lived  to  Michaelmas,  the  limita* 

tion  had  been  a  remainder.  And  if  a  remainder  in  its  first  crea- 
tion does,  by  any  subsequent  accident,  become  an  executory  de- 
vise,  why  should  it  not  be  good  here,  upon  the  authority  of  that 
case,  where,  by  the  testator's  death  before  Michaelmas,  what 
would  otherwise  have  been  a  remainder,  was  held  to  be  good  by 
way  of  executory  devise.  I  think  that,  in  this  case,  the  limita- 
tion would  operate  as  an  executory  devise,  if  it  was  of  a  legal 
estate  ;  and  therefore  shall  do  so  as  a  trust,  the  rules  being  the 


same." 
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"'  26.  Soon  after  the  above  decree  was  made,  John  Hopkins  had   ^  Ves.  269. 

1  Atk  581 

issue  William  Hopkins,  a  second  son ;  upon  which  it  was  held, 
that  the  executory  devise  having  thereby  once  vested,  the  sub- 
sequent limitations  thereupon  became  contingent  remainders; 
And  though  such  son  afterwards  died  before  the  subsequent  limi'- 
tations  vested,  yet  were  they  not  destroyed ;  because  it  was  held 
that  the  inheritance  vested  in  the  trustees  was  as  sufficient  to 
support  them,  as  if  there  had  been  estates  limited  for  that  parti- 
cular purpose. 

27.  In  the  case  of  Stephens  t7.  Stephens  it  was  held,  that  till  Ante,  c.  17. 
the  estate  became  vested  in  some  one  of  the  testator's  grandson's, 

who  attained  twenty-one,  the  limitations  over,  to  the  daughters 
of  his  daughters,  must  have  been  executory  devises.  But  as 
soon  as  ever  the  estate  should  become  vested  in  a  son,  then 
those  subsequent  limitations  must  of  course  take  effect  as  vested  Brownsword  v 

.    J  .,  J.  ^    X     ^    '1  •  I  Edwards,  ante 

remainders,  upon  the  preceding  estate  tail  m  such  son. 

28.  [In  a  recent  case  the  devise  was  to  the  testator's  daughter  [Doe v.  Howell 
Elizabeth,  the  wife  of  William  Harris  for  life,  and  in  case  her  ig^j 
husband  should  survive  her,  to  him  for  life,  and  after  the  death 

of  the  survivor  to  the  testator's  grandson  John  Harris,  son  of  his 
said  daughter,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever;  but  in  case  he 
should  die  before  the  testator's  daughter,  and  she  should  have  no 
other  child  living  at  her  death,  then  his  will  was  that  his  daugh- 
ter should  give  and  devise  the  said  premises  to  such  person  or 
persons  as  she  should  think  proper.  The  testator  died  in 
February,  1763,  and  his  grandson  John,  the  following  April. 
In  January,  1766,  the  daughter  had  another  son  William.  In 
1770,  her  husband  William  Harris  died :  and  in  Hilary  Term, 
1773,  Elizabeth  Harris,  who  was  the  testator's  heir,  having  mar*  ; 

ried  ao^ain,  concurred  with  her  husband  in  levying  a  fine  with 
proclamations.  Upon  her  death  (a  widow)  William  Harris,  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  her  son  and  heir,  entered  to  avoid  the  fine : 
the  question  was,  whether  he  was  barred  by  the  fine ;  which  de- 
pended upon  the  construction  of  the  devise,  "  that  in  case  John 
should  die  in  Elizabeth's  lifetime,  and  she  should  have  no  other 
child  living  at  her  decease,  she  should  devise  the  premises  to 
such  persons  as  she  should  think  proper;"  if  this  was  to  be  con- 
strued an  executory  devi'se,  at  the  time  the  fine  was  levied,  it 
would  not  be  barred,  but  if  a  contingent  remainder,  then  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  barred.     Mr.  Justice  Bailey,  in  deli- 
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▼ering  an  elaborate  opinion,  cited  among  other  antlioritiea 
Stephens  v.  Stephens,  Forr.  228.  Feame,  619.  Hopkins  v.  Hop- 
kins, ubi  sup.,  and  concluded  with  the  fcdlowing  obserration, 
f '  From  these  authorities  we  think  it  clear  that  a  change  of  cir- 
cumstances after  the  death  of  the  testator,  may  coovert  into  a 
remainder,  what,  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  without  such 
change,  could  only  hare  operated  by  way  of  executory  deris^ 
and  that  this  will  be  the  case  where  that  limitation  which  alone 
would  make  the  others  executory  devises,  is  become  incapable 
of  taking  effect ;  and  if  this  be  so,  this  case  is  clear.  For  at  the 
time  this  fine  was  levied,  the  only  vested  estate  was  in  Elizabeth 
the  testator's  daughter,  and  her  husband  in  her  right,  and  the 
only  other  interest  was  a  contingent  remainder  in  fttvonr  of  any 
child  or  children  she  should  leave  at  her  death,  and  that  remain- 
der the  fine  destroyed.] 
£z.Dev.526.        29.  But  when  a  preceding  freehold  has  once  vested,  Mr. 

Feame  says,  no  subsequent  accident  will  make  a  contingent  re- 
mainder enure  as  an  executory  devise.    This  being  a  direct  con- 
Ante,  c.  17.      sequence  of  the  rule  above  stated,  that  wherever  a  devise  may  be 

construed  a  contingent  remainder,  it  shall  never  be  considered  as 

an  executory  devise. 

Distiiiccioii  be-       30.  It  has  been  held,  that  where  an  executory  devise  is  limited 

ds^p^vtrba  P^  Verba  de  praxntif  that  is,  where  the  devisee  is  mentioned  as  a 

ds  mwiti,       person  in  present  existence,  and  the  commencement  of  the  estate 

9m  ptr  V€iva  at 

fftiufv.  devised  is  not  expressly  deferred  to  a  fature  period;  there  the 

devisee  must  be  a  person  capable  at  the  death  of  the  devisor, 
otherwise  the  devise  will  be  void.  As  if  cme  devise  inmaediately 
to  the  heir  of  J.  S.,  and  J.  S.  is  living  at  the  death  of  the  testa- 

1  Saik.  2*26.      tor ;  it  is  said  that  the  devise  shall  not  be  construed  an  executory 

devise,  and  therefore  must  be  void  ;  but  if  it  were  to  the  heir  of 
J.  S.,  after  the  death  of  J.  S.,  that  would  be  clearly  good  as  an 
executory  devise,  because  a  future  time  is  mentioned. 

Id.  229.  31.  So  it  has  been  said  that  a  devise  to  the  first  son  of  A.,  be 

having  no  son  at  the  time,  is  void ;  but  if  it  were  to  the  first  son 
of  A.  when  he  shall  have  one,  it  will  be  good.    Though  Lord 

T.  Raym.  83.    Ch.  J.  Bridgeman  said,  that  a  devise  to  J.  S.  for  fifteen  years, 

remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  J.  D.,  is  not  good ;  but  that  a  de- 
vise to  one  for  fifteen  years,  remainder  to  the  first  son  of  J.  D.  is 
good ;  because  the  devisor  takes  notice  that  A.  has  no  sod,  and 
intends  a  future  act 
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32.  It  hm  been  already  stated^  that  a  devise  to  an  infant  m  Ante,  c.  is.  i.  4. 
ventre  matris  is  good ;  and  in  the  case  of  Gulliver  ti.  Wickett,  Aote,  s.  15. 
the  Court  held  that  the  limitation  to  the  child  of  which  the  wife 

was  supposed  to  be  ensieni,  if  there  had  been  no  devise  to  the 
wife  f<Mr  life,  being  infuturo,  would  have  been  a  good  executory 
devise. 

33.  In  the  case  of  Chapman  v.  Blisset,  Lord  Talbot  held  that  i>m  «•  Carie- 
the  devise  to  the  unborn  children  of  the  testator's  grandson,  R.  225.  Harris 
though  made  per  verba  de  prasenti,  should  take  effect  as  an  ez-  \'b^^is7, 
ecntory  device,  the  intention  being  clearly  future. 

34.  Mr.  Fearne  concludes  his  observations  on  this  subject  by  £>•  !>«▼•  636. 
saying,  that  whatever  force  is  to  be  allowed  to  the  distinctba 
between  executory  limitations  per  verba  de  pr^uenii  and  per  verba 
defuturOf  it  can  only  affect  those  caaes  where  there  is  not  the 

least  circumstance  from  which  to  collect  the  testator's  contem- 
plation  or  intention  of  any  thing  else  than  an  immediate  devise, 
to  take  effect  in  pr€B$entu 

35.  Where  there  is  an  executory  devise  of  an  estate  of  in-  1*^^  freehold 

.  .  descends  in  the 

heritance,  and  the  freehold  is  not  in  the  mean  tiif  e  disposed  of,  mean  ume. 
it  descends  to  the  heir  at  law  of  the  testator. 

36.  Thus  in  Pay's  case,  which  has  been  already  stated,  it  was  Ante,c.i8.s.2. 
held  that  the  freehold  and  inheritance  of  the  lands  devised, 
descended  to  the  heir  at  law.    So  in  Clarke  v.  Smith,  the  estate  idem. 

was  held  to  have  descended  to  the  heir  of  the  testator,  and  con- 
tiqued  in  him  for  six  months. 

37.  In  the  case  of  Gore  v.  Gore,  Lord  Hardwicke  and  the  Ante, c.  is. 

s«  15. 

Other  Judges  of  the  Court  of  K.  B.,  to  whom  the  case  was 
secondly  referred  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  certified  that  the 
executory  devise  was  good,  ''  and  that  the  freehold  of  the  (^^'J^?!?'' 
said  manors,  on  the  death  of  the  devisor,  vested  in  his  heir  630.}* 
at  law." 

38.  Where  there  is  a  precedine  estate  limited,  with  an  exe-  ^^  ^.  ^ 

^  ,       .  J.  -,        intennediate 

cutory  devise  over  of  the  real  estate,  the  intermediate  profits,  profits. 
between  the  determination  of  the  first  estate,  and  the  vesting 
of  the  limitation  over,  will  go  to  the  heir  at  law,  if  not  otherwise 
di^wsed  of. 

39.  Thus,  m  the  case  of  Hopkins  v.  Hopkins,  it  was  decteed  ^^«  ■•  ^« 
that  till  John  Hopkins  had  a  son,  the  rents  and  profits  should 

go  to  the  heir  at  law  of  the  testator ;  and  afterwards  a  son  being 
bora  to  John  Hopkins,  upon  the  death  of  that  son,  it  was  de- 
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creed  that  the  rents  and  profits  should  belong  to  'the  heir,  till 

some  other  person  should  become  entitled  under  the  limitations 

in  the  will. 

Bnllock  0.  40.  A  testator  devised  his  real  estate  to  trustees,  and  willed 

sumei,2Ve8.S.  that  the  first  SOU  of  John  Stones,  when  he  came  to  twenty-one, 

should  have  it,  and  his  heirs  for  ever;  and  that  he  should 
be  well  educated.  John  Stones  had  no  son  when  the  testator 
died. 

Lord  Hardwicke  said,  this  was  a  good  executory  devise  to 

the  first  son  of  John  Stones,  when  he  attained  twenty-one ;  and 

as  to  the  rents  and  profits  in  the  mean  time,  where  there  was  an 

executory  devise,  whether  of  a  legal  or  trust  estate,  the  rents 

and  profits  went  to  the  heir  at  law ;  because  the  legal  estate 

[Daffieldv.        in  the  one  case,  or  the  trust  in  the  other,  descended   in  the 

P.^C^NewSer'.  ^^^^^  time  to  the  heir  at  law.     But  this  intermediate  interest, 

wai'  ^^^^^  ^'  or  benefit  arising  to  the  heir  at  law,  would  determine  when  John 

6  Sim.  44.]        Stones  had  a  son,  for  that  son's  education  must  come  out  of  the 

rents  and  profits. 
Which  will  pass      41.  A  devise  of  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  the  real  estate  will 
the  residue.       however  pass,  as  well  the  profits  from  the  testator's  death  to  the 

time  of  the  estate's  vesting ;  as  those  from  the  determination  of 
the  first  estate,  to  the  vesting  of  the  subsequent  one. 
Ante,  c.  17.  s.       42.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  Stephens  v»  Stephens,  it  was  de- 
^^'  termined,  with  the  advice  of  the  Judges,  that  the  intermediate 

profits  passed  to  Sir  R.  Stephens,  by  force  of  the  residuary 
devise,  as  an  interest  in  the  real  estate  not  otherwise  dis- 
posed of. 
Rogers  v.  Gib-       43.  A  testator  devised  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  real  and 
son,  1  Ves.  486.  personal  estate,  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  to  such  child  or 

children  as  his  daughter  should  have. 

Gale  V.  Gale,         It  was  held  that  the  profits,  from  the  testator's  death  to  the 

^^'    '      '  birth  of  a  child  of  his  daughter,  should  pass  under  thi»  de« 

vise. 

Execntoiy  in-         44.  It  was  formerly  held,  that  contingent  estates  in  freehold 

▼isable.        *     property,  were  not  devisable;  but  it  has  been  already  stated, 

23**24!  &  note.  ^^^^  ^^®  '^^  ^®  °^^  altered  in  that  respect ;  and  therefore  exe- 
rscawen  v.  cutory  estates,  as  also  possibilities  accompanied  with  an  interest, 
294.]'        '     which  would  be  descendible  to  the  heir  of  the  object  of  them, 

dying  before  the  contingent  event  on  which  the  vesting  of  the 

estate  depended,  are  devisable. 
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45.  Executory  interests,  in  terms  for  years,  were  always  held 
to  be  devisable. 

46.  A  person  possessed  of  a  term  for  years  in  lands  devised  Veizy  v.  Pin- 
the  same,  after  his  wife's  death,  to  his  son.  The  son  made  his  ^/  ^  ^ ' 
will,  and  thereby  gave  the  lands  devised  to  him  by  his  father's 

will  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  died  in  his  mother's  lifetime. 

The  Lord  Keeper  decreed  the  lands  to  be  enjoyed  by  the 
plaintiffs,  according  to  the  will  of  the  son. 

47.  A.  devised  a  term  for  years  to  B.  for  life,  remainder  Windv.  Jekyl. 
to  C,  who  in  the  lifetime  of  B.  disposed  of  this  remainder  by 

will. 

It  was  decreed  that  the  bequest  was  good ;  and  amounted  to 
C.'s  declaring  by  his  will  that  his  executor  should  stand  pos- 
sessed of  the  term,  in  trust  for  the  devisee. 

48.  At  common  law,  a  possibility  was  held  not  to  be  assign-  And  also  as- 
able,  although  in  certain  cases  it  might  be  released.    But  the  ^It.  R.93.) 
Court  of  Chancery  has,  in  many  instances,  determined  that  a 
possibility  of  a  term  for  years  is  assignable. 

49.  A  person  possessed  of  a  term  for  1000  years  bequeathed  Kimpland  v. 
it  to  B.  for  fifty  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  and  after  his  2^l^,*2&0. 
decease  to  C,  and  died.     C.  assigned  it  to  D.  during  the  life  of 

B. ;  and  this  assignment  was  held  good. 

50.  A  person  devised  a  term  for  years  to  his  wife  for  life,  re-  TheoVald  o. 
mainder  to  his  son  and  daughter.      The  daughter  and   her  Wmtfeoa.** 
husband,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife,  assigned  over  their  moiety,  t®  ^^'  ^^^'1 
and  after  the  death  of  their  brother  they  assigned  over  the  other  vide  Wright  o. 
moiety,  the  mother  being  still  alive.  Joa?**^  ^  ^^ 

This  assignment  was  established  by  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
and  also  by  the  House  of  Lords. 

51.  Executory  interests,  or  possibilities  in  freehold   estates.  Might  before 
might  [previously  to  the  recent  statutes  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.  2*c.74^bt^«^ 
England,  and  4  &  6  Will.  4.  c.  92.  Ireland]  be  passed  at  law  by  e^*»y  *»»«  ^^  »- 

°  "^         *^  •'    coyery,  and  may 

deed,  fine  and  common  recovery,  by  way  of  estoppel ;  of  which  now  be  released. 
an  account  has  been  already  given :  and  they  might  also  be  re-  Tit!  36.*  c!  9.* 
leased  in  certain  cases,  (a) 

(a)  [Now,  as  regards  lands  in  Ireland  by  the  stat.  4  &c  5  Will.  4.  c.  92.  s.  22.  penont 
not  being  expectant  heirs  (general  or  special)  are  empowered  to  dispose  of  contingent 
estates  and  interests  by  any  assurance,  whether  deed  or  will,  or  any  other  instrument  by 
which  they  could  have  made  such  disposition  of  the  estate,  if  vested  in  possession.   The 
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Descendible  52»  An  executory  interest,  whether  in  estates  of  inheritance, 

and  transmmi-  . 

bie  to  heirs  and   or  in  terms  for  years,  is  descendible  and  transmissible  to  the 
executors.         }iem  or  executors  of  the  devisee  thereof,  where  such  devisee 

dies  before  the  contingency  happens;  and  if  not  disposed  of 

before,  will  vest  in  such  heirs  or  executors,  when  the  oontingency 

happens. 

GnraeU.  63«  A  testator  devised  to  A.  and  bis  heirs,  and  if  he  died 

Ab.  U2.  before  twenty-one,  then  to  B,  and  his  heirs*    A.  died  before 

WUlesR.211.  twenty-one,    but   B.    died   before  him.     The   question  vww, 

whether  B.'s  heirs  should  take.    And  the  Court  clearly  held, 

that  though  B.  died  in  the  lifetime  of  A.,  yet  his  heirs  might 

well  take  under  the  executory  devise ;  for  that  such  a  devise 

was  not  to  be  considered  as  a  mere  possibility,  but  as  an  interest 

of  the  same  nature  as  a  contingjont  reminder,  and  conaeqnently 

transmissible. 

O^odn^tA.         54.  George  Paynter  devised  freehold  and  copyhold  messuages 

R.  29!  Scott  V.  to  his  son  George  Paynter,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ener ;  but 

Scott,  ante,  c.  .  -f  j^^  should  happen  to  die  before  he  attained  his  age  of  twenty* 

one  years,  leaving  no  issue  living  at  the  time  of  his  death,  then 
C^*«2^*^*^*  he  devised  the  same  premises  to  his  mother  Catherine  Paynter* 

9 ,0OS«  CH  Jr. 

643.].  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.    After  the  decease  of  the  testator^ 

his  mother  Catherine  Paynter  died  in  the  lifetime  of  George 
Paynter  the  son,  who  afterwards  died  under  age,  and  without 
issue. 

The  question  was,  whether  this  executory  devise  deacended 
to  the  heir  of  Catherine  Paynter.  And  it  was  determined  that 
the  lands  vested  in  the  heir  at  law  of  Catherine  Paynter,  upon 

danae  efiecta  a  very  important  alteration  in  the  law  of  real  property  in  Iraland ;  tto 
English  Act  has  no  snch  clause.  The  Act,  bj  abolishing  fines  and  lecovecies,  took  awaj 
the  remedy  by  estoppel,  which,  in  many  important  instances,  was  effected  through  the 
medium  of  those  modes  of  assurance ;  but  the  section  in  question  gives  more  than  an 
equivalent ;  for  before  the  act,  contingent  estates  could  not  be  transferred  at  Immhj 
deed ;  and  by  fine  and  recovery  were  rather  bound  or  extinguished,  by  estoppel,  dian 
conveyed :  but  now,  by  virtue  of  this  provision,  the  owner  of  a  contingent  or  axeontoiy 
estate  or  interest,  may  convey  it  at  law,  and  not  as  heretofore  merely  bind  it  in  equity, 
by  contract.  Before  the  above  enactment,  only  those  contingent  interests  could  be  de- 
vised in  which  the  person  was  ascertained,  Feame  C.  R.  370. 1  Roe  o.  Jones,  1  H.  Bl. 
30.  sup.  ch.  3.  s.  26.,  and  not  where  the  person  was  not  ascertained.  Doe  v.  Tod- 
kinson,  2  M.  &  S.  165.  sop.  ch.  3.  note  to  s.  24.  But  the  clause  in  question  anthorises 
the  devise  of  both  classes  of  contingent  estates  and  interests.] 
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the  happening  of  the  contingency,  vis.  upon  the  dedeaae  of 
Oeoi^e  Paynter  under  age,  and  without  issue,  (a) 

66.  In  cases  of  contingent  or  executory  interests,  the  Court  of  Chanceiy  will 
Chancery  will  interfere,  on  behalf  of  those  who  are  entitled  to 
such  interests,  to  prevent  malicious  and  unfeasonable  wsste  being 
committed  by  the  persons  in  possession. 

66.  Robinson  Lytton  devised  all  hia  estates,  out  of  settle*  RobiMon  ^ 
ment,  to  the  defendant  his  only  son,  and  to  his  heirs  and  Rep.3'Atk. ' 
assigns  for  ever.  And  in  case  his  said  son  should  not  live  to 
attain  the  age  of  twenty*one  years,  leaving  no  issue  by  him 
lawfully  begotten,  then  and  in  such  case  he  gave  his  said  estate 
to  bis  first  and  every  other  daughter  in  tail.  And  he  further 
directed,  that  in  case  his  said  son  should  attain  the  age  of 
twenty K>Dey  his  estates  in  London,  Sussex^  8cc.  should  be  sold ; 
and  the  monies  arising  from  such  sales  he  gave  to  all  hi# 
daughters,  the  plaintiffs,  in  equal  proportions,  as  an  addition  to 
their  fortunes ;  and  in  case  one  or  more  of  his  said  daughters 
should  die,  then  her  share  to  go  to  the  survivorsL 

The  testator  died  in  1732,  and  the  defendant  his  son,  being 
still  under  age,  and  going  to  cut  down  timber,  the  pluntiffs 
brought  their  bill  for  an  injunction  to  stay  the  defendant  from 
felling  timber,  as  contrary  to  their  father's  will,  who  intended 
them  the  whole  benefit  of  the  estates  in  question,  in  case  his  son 
should  attain  twenty-one. 

For  the  defendant  it  was  insisted,  that  by  the  express  words 
of  the  will  he  had  the  fee  in  him,  which  could  be  devested  only 
upon  a  contingency  that  might  never  happen ;  and  that  the 
Court  would  not  restrain  a  person,  having  the  inheritance,  from 
committing  waste.  That  it  was  unreasonable  to  put  a  man  in  a 
worse  state,  with  regard  to  his  own  interest,  because  after  his 
own  interest  determined,  he  had  one  for  a  third  person,  and  cited 
Savil  V.  Savil. 

Lord  Hardwicke. — *'  If  the  defendant  has  a  legal  right  to  cut 
down  timber,  and  there  be  no  equitable  circumstances  in  the 
case,  he  ought  not  to  be  restrained  from  the  exercise  of  this 
right;  but  if  there  be  any  such,  he  ought.  I  did  not  think  fit 
to  determine  the  matter  upon  a  petition,  but  thought  it  proper 

(a)  This  case  has  been  confimed  by  recent  judgments  of  the  Courts  of  C.  B.  and 
K.  B.,  Goodtitle  i^  White,  2  N.  K.  383.  and  1 A  £ast,  n4.^N(4$  tofomtr  sdiltm. 
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for  a  bill.    As  to  the  testator's  intent^  he  never  meant  that  his 
son  should,  before  he  attained  twenty^ne,  fell  all  the  timber  on 
these  estates,  which  were  devised  to  be  sold,  for  the  increasing 
his  daughters'  portions ;  and  it  might  happen  that  the  value  of 
the  timber,  when  felled,  would  equal,  or  perhaps  exceed  that  of 
the  land :  and  his  meaning  must  have  been  to  give  it  of  the 
same  value  it  was  at  his  death ;  which  must  be  the  same  timber 
that  was  on  it  at  that  time.     Suppose  the  greatest  part  of  this 
estate  were  meadow  ground,  and  the  defendant  was  going  to 
plough  it,  by  which  he  would  greatly  increase  his  present  profits, 
but  reduce  the  value  of  the  land,  by  turning  it  into  arable;  would 
not  the  Court  in  such  case  grant  an  injunction  ?     Certainly  it 
would.    The  testator  has  given  his  son  these  estates  only  for  a 
time,  during  which,  in  supposition  of  law,  no  waste  will  be  com- 
mitted ;  that   is,  till   the  defendant  attains  twenty-one.      For 
what  guardian  could  cut  down  timber,  and  by  that  means  turn 
part  of  the  inheritance  into  personal  estate  ?  and  this  is  a  very 
material  circumstance  with  regard  to  the  testator's  intent.    The 
next  consideration  is,  what  are  the  words  of  this  wjU,  which, 
putting  the  two  clauses  together,  amount  to  a  gift  of  all  bis 
estates,  which  he  had  power  over,  to  his  son  for  ever;  and  that 
in  case  his  son  shall  attain  twenty-one,  then  that  the  estates 
shall  be  sold,  and  the  monies  arising  therefrom  he  gives  to  his 
daughters,  by  way  of  augmentation  of  their  portions.     Upon 
which  it  was  said,  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  that  the  defendant 
is  to  be  considered  as  a  trustee  of  the  inheritance,  for  the  beoe-^ 
fit  of  his  sisters ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  he  is  so,  taking  the  profits 
to  his  own  use  until  he  attains  twenty-one.     This  Court  has 
gone  greater  lengths  in  granting  injunctions  to  stay  waste  than 

Tit  3.  c.  2.        the  courts  of  law  have  in  granting  prohibitions  against  waste ; 

as  where  there  has  been  an  interposing  estate  for  life*,  remainder 
in  fee,  in  which  case  no  action  of  waste  lies,  during  the  conti- 
nuance of  the  mesne  remainder,  1  Inst.  54.  And  injunctions 
have  been  granted  to  the  remainder-man,  notwithstanding  the 
interposing  estate  for  life.  So  where  there  has  been  tenant  for 
life,  remainder  for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  remain- 
der in  fee,  the  Court  has  restrained  the  remainder-man  for  life, 
during  the  continuance  of  the  first  estate  for  Ufe,  because  of  the 

Tit.  15.  c.  2.      possibility  of  his  dying  before  the  first  tenant  for  life.     The  like 

in  mortgages,  where  a  mortgagor  has  been  in  possession,   be 
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Court  has  restrained  him  from  cutting  down  timber,  without 
inquiring  whether  the  estate  itself  was  sufficient  to  answer.  Now 
this  is  much  stronger  in  the  case  of  a  trustee;  and  here  it  is 
the  same  as  if  he  had  said  *  I  give  this  estate  to  my  son  and 
bis  heirs,  to  the  intent  he  may  receive  the  profits  till  twenty- 
one  ;  and  after  twenty-one,  then  to  be  sold  for  my  daughters' 
portions/'  In  which  case  the  Court  would  certainly  have  re- 
strained the  defendant. 

"  There  are  three  kinds  of  interest  taken  notice  of  in  this 
Court — The  legal  estate  at  common  law :  the  use,  which  now, 
by  27  Hen.  8.  draws  the  legal  estate  to  it;  and  the  beneficial 
interest.  Now  how  does  it  stand  upon  this  devise  ?  The  legal 
interest  is  in  the  defendant ;  and  as  to  the  beneficial  interest, 
that  belongs  to  him  till  twenty-one,  and  then  the  whole  is  a 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  other  persons.  If  he  does  not  attain 
twenty-one,  and  leaves  no  issue,  the  estates  go  according  to  the 
several  remainders  limited  thereon :  if  he  does,  they  are  to  be  sold 
for  augmentation  of  the  daughters*  fortunes.  It  would,  there- 
fore, be  unreasonable  to  suffer  him  to  take  away  a  considerable 
part  of  the  value  of  estates  intended  for  daughters'  portions : 
nor  will  the  Court  enter  into  the  value  of  these  portions,  nor  of 
the  proportion  they  bear  to  the  son's  estate ;  the  father  being 
the  proper  judge  of  the  division  of  his  property  in  his  family. 

**  Several  cases  have  been  put  upon  waste,  which  have  never 
been  determined  ;  only  the  Court  arguendo  has  said  it  would  do 
so  or  so.  As  that  of  an  infant  in  ventre  sa  mere,  where  the  estate 
descends  in  the  mean  time  to  the  next  heir.  It  has  been  said 
several  times  that  the  Court  would  grant  an  injunction  to  re- 
strain the  heir  from  waste ;  and  I  should  certainly  do  it.  So,  in 
such  executory  devises  as  must  take  place  within  a  reasonable 
compass,  as  in  Gore  t;.  Gore,  where  the  freehold  descends  in  the  Ante,  c.  18.  t. 
mean  time,  I  doubt  whether  such  an  heir  should  be  permitted  to 
commit  waste,  and  think  he  ought  to  be  restrained.  This  in- 
junction therefore  must  be  made  perpetual,  there  being  no  other 
way  to  preserve  the  benefit  which  the  testator  intended  his 
daughters,  but  without  costs  on  either  side." 

57.  It  was  determined  in  the  following  modern  case,  after  Trusts  of  aocn- 
very  great  deliberation,  that  a  testator  might  direct  the  rents  and  fili^toUierame 
profits  of  an  estate  whereof  an  executory  devise  was  made,  to  ac-  ^?^  J*  ^**" 
cumulate  till  the  time  when  such  estate  became  vested ;  and 
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that  the  doctrine  establidied  in  the  preceding  cases,  respecting 
the  period  within  which  they  must  vest,  was  applicable  to  a 
trust  of  accumulation. 

Thellusson  V.         68.  Peter  Thellusson  beins  seised  of  considerable  real  estates. 

4Ve8.Jaa.227.  ^^<1  ^^  &  ^^^Y  large  personal  estate,  and  having  three  sons,  Peter 

Isaac  Thellusson,  George  Woodford  Thellusson,  and  Charles 
Thellusson,  devised  all  his  manors,  messuages,  lands,  teneoseutB, 
and  hereditaments  to  trustees,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever, 
upon  the  trusts  therein-after  mentioned ;  and  as  to  the  residue 
of  his  personal  estate,  be  gave  and  bequeathed  the  same  to  the 
same  trustees,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon 
trust  that  they  should,  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after 
bis  decease,  invest  the  same  in  the  purehase  of  freehold  estates 
.  of  inheritance,  upon  the  trusts  tberei»-after  mentioned^  And  be 
directed  that  bis  trustees,  tbeir  heirs  and  assigns,  should  staod 
seised  of  the  real  estate  devised  to  them,  and  of  tbe  estates 
directed  to  be  purchased,  upon  trust  to  receive  tbe  rents  and 
profits  of  them  during  the  natural  lives  of  his  sons  Peter  Isaac 
Thellusson,  Gkorge  Woodford  Thellusson,  and  Charles  Tbellus- 
fion,  and  his  grandson  John  Thellusson,  son  of  his  said  son  Peter 
Isaac  Thellusson,  and  of  such  other  sons  as  his  said  son  Peter 
Thellusson  then  had  or  might  have,  and  of  such  issue  as  bis  said 
grandson  John  Thellusson  might  bave,  and  of  such  issue  as  any 
other  son  of  his  said  son  Peter  Isaac  Thellusson  might  ba^e,  and 
of  such  sons  as  his  said  sons  Greorge  Woodford  Thellusson  and 
Charies  Thellusson  might  bave,  and  of  such  issue  as  sucb  sons 
might  have,  as  should  he  living  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  or 
bom  within  due  time  qflenoards,  and  during  the  natural  lives  and 
life  of  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  the  several  persons  afore- 
said. The  testator  then  directed  that  his  trustees  should  from 
time  to  time  invest  the  money  to  arise  from  sucb  rents  and  pro- 
fits in  such  purchases  as  he  had  therein*before  directed  to  be 
made  with  his  personal  estate ;  and  that  they  should  from  time 
to  time  collect,  receive,  lay  out,  and  invest  the  rents  and  profits 
of  those  estates  in  the  same  manner.  And  be  directed  bis  trus- 
tees from  time  to  time  to  cut  such  timber  on  the  estate  devised 
and  to  be  purchased,  as  should  be  fit  to  be  cut,  and  to  seU  the 
same ;  and  to  invest  the  money  arising  by  such  sales  in  such 
purchases  as  were  therein-before  directed  to  be  made :  and  he 
empowered  the  trustees  to  make  leases,  and  generally  to  act  in 
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the  management  of  the  trust  estates,  as  if  tbey  were  their  own. 
He  then  directed,  that  after  the  deeease  of  the  several  persons 
during  whose  lives  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estates  devised 
and  to  be  purchased  were  directed  to  accumulate,  an  equal  par- 
tition should  be  made  by  the  trustees  of  the  estates ;  and  that 
the  whole  thereof  should  be  divided  into  three  lots  of  equal 
value :   and  he  then  directed  the  manner  in  which  those  lots 
should  be  limited ;  which,  as  to  the  first  of  the  lots,  is  expressed 
in  the  fi>llowing  words :  ''  I  do  hereby  direct  that  the  premises 
contained  in  one  of  such  allotments,  shall  be  conveyed  to  the 
use  of  the  eldest  male  lineal  descendant  than  living  (and  who 
shall  be  entitled  to  the  first  choice  of  such  allotments)  cyf  my 
said  son  Peter  Isaac  Thellusson  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to 
the  second,  third,  fourth,  and  all  and  every  other  male  lineal  de- 
scendant or  descendants  then  living  who  shall  be  incapable  of 
taking  as  heir  in  tail  male  of  any  of  the  persons  to  whom  a  prior 
estate  is  hereby  directed  to  be  limited,  of  my  said  son  Peter  Isaac 
Thellusson,  successively  in  tail  male;  with  remainders,  in  equal 
moieties,  to  the  eldest  and  every  other  male  lineal  descendant 
or  descendants  then  living  of  my  said  sons  George  Woodford 
Thellusson  and  Charles  Thellusson,  as  tenants  in  common  in 
tail  male,  in  the  same  manner  as  herein-before  directed  with 
respect  to  the  eldest  and  every  other  male  lineal  descendant  or 
descendants  of  my  said  son  Peter  Isaac  Thellusson,  with  cross 
remainders  between  or  among  such  male  lineal  descendants  as 
aforesaid   of  my  said  sons  George  Woodford  Thellusson  and 
Charles  Thellusson,  in  tail  male ;  or  in  case  there  shall  be  but 
one  such  male  lineal  descendant,  then  to  such  one  in  tail  male, 
with  remainder  to  the  use  of  them  the  said  Matthew  Woodford, 
James  Stanley,  and  Emperor  John  Alexander  Woodford,  their 
heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  upon  the  trusts,  and  to  and  for  the 
intents  and  purposes  herein-after  mentioned,  expressed,  and 
declared  of  and  concerning  the  same." 

He  then  directed  the  estates  included  in  one  other  of  such 
allotments  to  be  conveyed  to  the  use  of  the  eldest  male  lineal 
descendant  then  living  (and  who  was  to  have  the  second  choice 
of  such  allotments)  of  his  son  George  Woodford  Thellusson  in 
tail  male ;  with  similar  remainders  to  the  second,  third,  fourth, 
and  every  other  male  lineal  descendant  or  descendants  of  the 
said  George  Woodford  Thellusson  successively  in  tail  male ;  and 
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with  similar  remainders,  in  equal  moieties,  to  the  eldest  and 
every  other  male  lineal  descendant  or  descendants  then  living  of 
the  said  Peter  Isaac  Thellusson  and  Charles  Thellusson,  as  te- 
nants in  common  in  tail  male,  with  similar  cross  remainders ; 
and  with  the  ultimate  remainder  in  the  same  manner,  to  the  use 
of  the  trustees  in  fee-simple,  upon  the  trusts  therein-after  men- 
tioned. . 

He  then  directed  the  estates  included  in  the  remaining  lot  to 
be  conveyed  to  the  use  of  the  eldest  male  lineal  descendant  then 
living  of  his  said  son  Charles  Thellusson  in  tail  male,  with  simi- 
lar remainders  to  the  second,  third,  fourth,  and  every  other  male 
lineal  descendant  or  descendants  then  living  of  his  said  son 
Charles  Thellusson,  successively  in  tail  male ;  with  i-emainders, 
in  equal  moieties,  to  the  eldest  and  every  other  male  lineal 
descendant  or  descendants  then  living  of  the  said  Peter  Isaac 
Thellusson  and  George  Woodford  Thellusson,  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon in  tail  male,  with  similar  cross  remainders ;  and  with  the 
ultimate  remainder  in  the  same  manner  to  the  use  of  the  trustees 
in  fee  simple,  upon  the  trusts  therein-after  mentioned. 

And  he  directed  that  the  trustees,  their  heirs  or  assigns, 
should  stand  and  be  seised  of  the  estates  by  him  devised  and  so 
to  be  purchased  as  aforesaid,  upon  failure  of  male  lineal  descend- 
ants of  his  said  sons  Peter  Isaac  Thellusson,  George  Woodford 
Thellusson,  and  Charles  Thellusson  as  aforesaid,  in  trust  to  sell 
all  the  said  estates,  and  to  pay  the  money  to  arise  from  the  said 
sales  unto  his  Majesty,  his  heirs  and  successors,  kings  and 
queens  of  England,  to  be  applied  to  the  use  of  the  sinking 
fund,  in  such  manner  as  should  be  directed  by  act  of  Parlia- 
ment. 

The  testator  died  in  1797,  leaving  his  said  three  sons;  the 
eldest  of  whom  had  then  three  sons  and  two  daughters;  the 
second  two  daughters,  and  the  third  one  son ;  and  the  wife  of 
the  eldest  son  was  then  with  child,  and  was  soon  after  delivered 
of  twin  sons. 

Some  time  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Peter  Thellusson,  two 
suits  were  instituted  in  Chancery,  respecting  his  will ;  one  of 
them  was  upon  a  bill,  filed  by  his  widow  and  children  against 
the  acting  trustees  and  executors  of  his  will,  and  against  the 
two  sons  of  the  said  Peter  Isaac  Thellusson  born  after  the  testa- 
tor's decease,  and  also  against  his  Majesty's  Attorney-General, 
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praying  to  have  the  trusts  of  the  will  declared  void,  and  the  real 
estate  conveyed  to  the  said  Peter  Isaac  Thellusson,  as  heir  at 
law  of  the  testator,  and  the  personal  estate  divided  among  the 
plaintiffs,  according  to  the  statutes  of  Distribution.  The  other 
of  the  suits  was  instituted  upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  acting  trus- 
tees and  executors  of  the  will  of  the  said  Peter  Thellusson, 
against  all  the  other  persons,  who  were  parties  to  the  first  suit, 
praying  to  have  the  trusts  of  the  will  established  and  carried 
into  execution,  and  the  necessary  directions  to  be  given  for  that 
purpose.  Both  the  original  cause,  and  the  cross  cause,  came  on 
before  Lord  Loughborough,  in  Lincoln's  Inn  Hall,  in  December, 
1798,  assisted  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  (Sir  R.  P.  Arden), 
Mr.  Justice  BuUer,  and  Mr.  Justice  Lawrence,  and  was  argued 
at  great  length,  (a)  And  on  the  19th  of  February  following  he 
pronounced  his  decree  in  both  causes,  and  thereby  dismissed  the 
bill  in  the  original  cause,  so  far  as  it  prayed  that  the  limitations 
and  dispositions  contained  in  the  will  of  the  said  Peter  Thellus- 
son  of  and  concerning  his  real  estates,  and  the  general  residue  of 
the  personal  estate^  and  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  such 
estates,  and  concerning  the  estates  directed  to  be  purchased,  and 
the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  and  the  trusts  thereof  might  be  de- 
clared void ;  and  declared  in  the  cross  cause,  that  the  will  ought 
to  be  established,  and  the  trusts  of  it  performed  and  carried  into 
execution  ;  and  declared  the  devises  and  limitations  of  the  estates 
contained  in  the  will  to  be  good  and  valid  in  the  law,  and  gave 
directions  accordingly.  .ii  vca.  az.i 

From  this  decree  the  three  sons  of  Mr.  Thellusson,  the  testa- 
tor, appealed  to  the  House  of  Lords:  and  on  their  behalf  it  was 
contended  that  the  trust  attempted  to  be  created  by  Mr.  Thel- 
lusson's  will,  being  of  the  class  of  executory  trusts  created  by 
will,  must  depend  for  its  validity  on  its  being  instituted  for  those 
purposes,  and  limited  within  those  boundaries,  which  the  law 
prescribes  for  trusts  of  that  description ;  but  it  was  neither  in- 
stituted for  those  purposes,  nor  limited  within  those  boundaries. 

I.  It  was  not  instituted  for  the  purposes  which  the  law  pre- 
scribes for  those  trusts.  The  nature  of  it  was,  to  create  an 
equitable  estate  of  inheritance  commencing  at  a  future  time, 
without  limiting  an  intermediate  equitable  estate  commensurate 

(a)  Mr.  Hargrave's  argui&ent  has  been  published  by  himself  to  which  the  reader  is 
therefore  referred.— -AW  toformtr  edition, 

VOL.    VI.  F  F 
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with  the  interval.     By  the  old  law,  limitations  of  this  kind  were 
illegal.    For  the  purposes  of  enabling  parties  to  provide  for  those 
reasonable  occasions  of  families,  which  could  not  be  provided 
for,  except  by  allowing  future  estates  of  freehold  to  be  limited 
without  a  limitation  of  such  a  previous  intermediate  estate,  they 
were  first  admitted  into  wills:  and  afterwards,  when  uses  were 
introduced,  the  uses  raised  by  them  were  admitted  among  those, 
which,  on  account  of  the  fairness  and  utility  of  their  object, 
courts  of  equity  thought  binding  on  the  consciences  of  trustees, 
and  the  performance  of  which  they  would,  on  that  ground, 
compel  by  a  subpoena.    Thus,  the  circumstance  of  their  being 
created  for  the  meritorious  purpose  of  providing  for  the  reason- 
able occasions  of  families,  was  the  ground  on  which  the  uses, 
raised  by  these  limitations,  were  admitted  among  those  which 
courts  of  equity  would  execute ;  and,  of  course,  when  they  were 
not  created  for  a  purpose  of  that  nature,  the  ground  for  the  in- 
terference of  courts  of  equity  did  not  arise.     In  the  present  case 
there  was  no  such  ground.     Mr.  Thellusson's  will  was  morally 
vicious,  as  it  was  a  contrivance  of  a  parent  to  exclude  every  one 
of  his  children  from  the  enjoyment,  even  of  the  produce  of  his 
property,  during  almost  a  century;  and  it  was  politically  injuri- 
ous, as,  during  the  whole  of  that  period,  it  made  an  immense 
property  unproductive,  both  to  individuals  and  the  community 
at  large ;  and  by  the  time  when  the  accumulation  shall  end,  it 
will  have  created  a  fund,  the  revenue  of  which  would  be  greater 
than  the  civil  list,  and  would  therefore  give  its  possessor  the 
means  of  disturbing  the  whole  economy  of  the  country.    The 
probable  amount  of  the  accumulated  fund,  in  the  events  which 
had  happened,  was  stated  in  the  appellant's  bill,  and  admitted 
in  the  answer,  to  be  19,000^000/. ;  and,  in  case  any  of  the  per- 
sons answering  the  description  of  heir  male,  when  the  period  of 
suspense  ended,  should  be  a  minor,  and  his  minority  should  con- 
tinue ten  years,  it  would  increase  the  amount  of  that  third  to  the 
sum  of  10,802,373/. ;   so  that,  if  the   whole  property  should 
center  in  one  person,  and  that  person  should  have  a  minority  of 
ten  years  after  the  end  of  the  period  of  suspense,  (a  circum- 
stance by  no  means  improbable,  particularly  as  Mr.  Greorge 
Woodford  Thellusson  had  been  long  married  and  had  no  son), 
the  whole  accumulated  fund  would  amount  to  32,407,120/. 
II.  The  trust  was  not  confined  within  that  boundary  which 
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the  law  prescribes  for  trusts  of  this  description^  even  though  it 
should  be  admitted  that  all  the  lives,  during  which  the  accumu- 
lation was  to  be  carried  on,  were  in  existence  at  the  time  of  Mr. 
Thellusson's  decease,  as  one  circumstance,  which  materially  af- 
fected the  period  of  suspense,  and  which  entered  into  every  case 
in  which  the  suspense  of  property  had  been  held  legal,  did  not 
enter  into  the  present  case. 

In  examining  the  oases  decided  on  limitations  of  this  kind, 
it  would  appear,  that  in  every  one  of  them,  all  the  lives  during 
which  the  suspense  was  directed  to  be  carried  on,  were  evidently 
the  lives  of  persons  immediately  connected  with,  or  immediately 
leading  to,  the  person  with  whom,  under  the  trust  first  limited 
to  take  effect  at  the  end  of  the  suspense,  the  property  was  to 
vest.    Thus  (to  instance  two  cases  in  which  the  accumulation 
was  supposed  to  have  been  furthest  carried  on),  in  that  on  Lady 
Dennison's  will.  Miss  Midgley,  during  whose  life  the  property  in  the  Regis- 
might  be  in  suspense,  was  the  mother  of  the  second  son  to  whom  ^^^^^  the  Title 
the  property  was  devised.    And  in  Long  t?.  Blackall,  the  testa-  ^Harnson  «. 
tor's  posthumous  son  was  immediate  ancestor  to  the  heir,  in  July  1786. 
whom  the  property  was  directed  to  Test ;  but,  in  the  present 
case,  not  one  of  the  first  lives  had  an  immediate  connexion  with, 
or  immediately  led  to,  the  person  benefited.    In  the  sense  here 
spoken  of,  the  life  of  any  stranger  was  equally  connected  with 
and  would  equally  lead  to  **  the  respective  male  descendant  of 
the  testator's  son,''  as  the  lives  assigned  by  him  for  the  period  of 
suspense.    A  material  difference,  therefore,  in  a  point  consi- 
derably influencing  the  purpose  and  boundary  of  the  suspense, 
existed  between  the  present  and  all  the  decided  cases. 

III.  The  use  made  by  Mr.  Thellusson  of  the  rule  allowing  a 
suspense  of  property  to  be  carried  on  for  any  number  of  lives  in 
being,  was  a  fraud  on  the  rule.     It  was  a  maxim  of  law,  which 
admitted  of  no  exception,  that  nothing  should  be  effected  by 
indirect  means  which  could  not  be  done  in  a  direct  manner. 
Now  a  possible  suspense  of  property  for  twenty-five  years  was 
held  to  be  void  in  Sir  John  Lade's  case;  and,  in  the  late  case  of  Ladev.Holford, 
Proctor  V.  the  Bishop  of  Bath  and  Wells,  the  Court  of  Common  3  Qu^r.  1416. 
Pleas  unanimously  decided  against  the  legality  of  a  possible  sus-  ^"^^^^ 
pense  of  property  for  twenty-four  years.    Where  property  was  211.  Black.  358. 
suspended  through  the  medium  of  lives,  if  the  lives  were  those 
of  persons  connected  with  the  ultimate  owner,  the  persons  whose 
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lives  formed  the  period  of  suspense,  would  generally  be  the 
parents  of  the  party  ultimately  benefited,  and  would  not  there- 
fore be  more  than  one  or  two  lives  at  the  utmost.     Now  the 
probable  duration  of  one  or  two  such  lives  falls  short  of  twenty- 
one  years ;  but,  if  an  unlimited  number  of  lives  were  taken, 
they  would  reach  a  century.     It  was  observable,  that  the  pro- 
bable duration  of  the  lives  assumed  by  Mr.  Thellusson  reached 
seventy  years.    Thus,  therefore,  if  the  rule  were  taken  to  ex- 
tend to  any  number  of  lives,  it  would  follow,  that  though,  where 
a  number  of  years  directly  constituted  the  term  of  suspense, 
property  could  not  be  prevented  from  vesting  absolutely  during 
twenty-five   years,  according  to  the  determintion  in  Sir  John 
Lade's  case,  or  during  twenty-four  years,  according  to  the  case 
of  Proctor  v.  the  Bishop  of  Bath  and  Wells ;  yet,  by  assigning 
for  the  period  of  suspense  a  number  of  lives,  whose  average 
duration  would  be  equal  to  a  given  number  of  years,  and  thus 
indirectly  making  years,  not  lives,  to  constitute  the  period  of 
suspense,  property  might  be  suspended  for  a  whole  century ; 
and  the  present  would  be  cited,  on  future  occasions,  as  a  case  in 
point  for  extending  the  period  of  suspense  to  seventy  years. 
Thus  Mr.  Thellusson 's  will  was  a  fraud  on  the  rule.     When,  in 
Duke  of  Nor-      the  Duke  of  Norfolk's  case.  Lord  Nottingham  pronounced  for 
dCh.Ca.'l.  14.  the  legality  of  an  executory  limitation,  which  kept  the  abso* 
2^!^]  FrM.^72.  '"^  ownership  of  a  term  for  years  in  suspense  for  one  whole  life, 
80  Pal.  223.       and  thereby  extended  the  period  allowed  for  the  suspense  of  a 
tiDgham's  term  beyond  what  had  been  settled  for  it  in  the  preceding:  case 

Mr.  Hargrave's  ^^  Child  V.  Baylie,  the  possibility  of  the  abuse  of  that  exten- 
K****J"°°-  sion  of  executory  limitation  was  strongly  pressed  upon  him: 
iRoll.Ab.6ii.  and  he  answered  it  in  these  remarkable  words:  *^  It  haa  been 

urged  at  the  bar.  Where  will  you  stop,  if  you  do  not  stop  at 
Child  V.  Baylie's  case?  I  answer,  I  will  stop  every  where, 
where  any  inconvenience  appears;  no  where  before.  It  is  not 
yet  resolved  what  are  the  utmost  bounds  of  limiting  a  contin- 
gent fee  upon  a  fee ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  declare  what  are 
the  utmost  bounds  to  a  springing  trust  of  a  term :  whenever  the 
bounds  of  reason  or  convenience  are  exceeded,  the  law  will  be 
quickly  known."  The  use  made  by  Mr.  Thellusson  of  the  will 
is,  both  in  a  private  and  public  view,  unreasonable  and  inconve* 
nient ;  and  it  is  still  more  objectionable,  as,  by  carrying  on  in- 
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directly  an  accumulation  for  seventy  years,  which  directly  could 
not  be  carried  on  for  one-third  of  such  a  number  of  years,  it  was 
a  fraud  upon  the  rule  itself.  Thus,  therefore,  the  time  pointed 
at  by  Lord  Nottingham  was  come ;  and  it  was  necessary  that  it 
should  be  known,  that  the  rule  was  to  be  understood  with  this 
limitation,  that  whenever,  from  the  number  and  quality  of  the 
lives  chosen,  it  is  evident  that  accumulation,  and  not  a  family 
purpose,  was  the  object  of  the  trust,  the  bounds  of  the  reason 
and  convenience  of  the  rule  were  exceeded,  and  a  fraud  has  been 
practised  on  the  rule.  It  was  objected  to  this  conclusion,  that 
any  inquiry  into  the  reasonableness,  convenience,  or  fairness  of 
the  use  made  of  the  rule,  must  lead  to  uncertainty,  and  to  an 
exercise  of  discretion  which  the  Bench  has  always  disclaimed  : 
but  this  did  not  always  follow.  As  much  uncertainty,  and  as 
great  an  exercise  of  discretion,  attends  all  decisions  upon  uncon* 
scionable  contracts,  as  will  attend  decisions  on  the  reasonable- 
ness, convenience,  and  fairness  of  the  use  made  of  the  rule  in 
question.  A  contract  might  be  objectionable  for  its  unreason- 
ableness and  unfairness,  without  being  objectionable  on  the 
ground  of  either  to  such  a  degree  as  will  induce  a  court  of 
equity  to  rescind  it ;  but  still  there  is  a  degree  in  which  equity 
will  interfere.  '^  To  set  aside  a  conveyance,  there  must,"  as 
Lord  Thurlow  said,  in  the  case  of  Gwynne  v.  Heaton,  ''  be  an  i  Bro.  Cha. 
inequality  so  strong  and  so  complete,  that  it  must  be  impossible 
to  state  it  to  a  man  of  common  sense,  without  producing  an  ex- 
clamation of  the  inequality  of  it"  So,  in  respect  to  the  rule  in 
question,  it  may  be  much  abused,  without  a  court's  being  justi- 
fied in  taking  notice  of  the  abuse :  but  when  the  abuse  is  so 
strong,  gross,  and  complete,  that  every  man  of  common  sense, 
to  whom  it  was  stated,  must  exclaim  against  it,  the  case  sup- 
posed by  Lord  Nottingham  was  come,  and  equity  would  inter- 
fere to  set  it  aside.  That  the  rule  had  been  strongly,  grossly, 
and  completely  abused  in  the  present  case,  appeared  not  to  be 
doubted. 

IV.  The  trust  was  not  limited  within  those  boundaries  which 
the  law  requires  for  trusts  of  this  description,  because  the  will 
attempts  to  protract  the  accumulation  during  the  lives  of  per- 
sons unborn  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  decease ;  the  testator 
having  selected  for  that  purpose  the  lives  of  such  persons  as 
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might  not  be*  born  ''  till  within  due  time  after  bis  decease ;''  and 
the  persons  thus  described  could  not  be  considered  as  persons 
actually  born  in  his  lifetime. 

It  was  true  that  for  some  porposes,  as  at  the  common  law,  to 
take  by  descent,  and  by  the  10  &  11  W.  3.  c.  16.  to  take  by 
way  of  remainder,  a  child,  who  is  in  ventre  sa  merep  when  the 
estate  designed  for  him  wonld  dcTolve  upon  him  if  he  were  bom, 
becomes  entitled  to  it  after  he  is  bom,  and  may  then  enter  upon 
it,  and  devest  it  from  the  first  taker.    But  his  title  to  enter  upon 
the  estate,  after  his  birth,  was  not  a  consequence  of  bis  supposed 
existence  during  the  time  he  was  in  ventre  sa  mere:  but  because, 
in  the  case  of  his  taking  by  descent,  the  law,  at  the  instant  of 
his  birth,  invests  him,  though  a  posthumous  child,  with  the 
character  of  heir,  and,  consequently,  with  all  the  rights  of  heir- 
ship ;  and  because,  when  he  claims  by  way  of  remainder,  it  is 
expressly  provided  by  the  10  8c  11  W.  3.  c.  16.  that  the  re- 
mainder shall  vest  in  him  upon  his  birth.     If  the  law  considered 
him  to  exist  before  his  birth,  the  freehold,  during  the  time  of  his 
being  in  ventre  sa  mere,  would  be  vested  in  him  in  the  eye  of  the 
law,  and  for  the  purposes  of  law ;  but  that  clearly  was  not  the 
case.  For  while  he  was  in  ventre  sa  mere,  the  law  vested  the  free- 
hold in  the  intermediate  taker  as  heir,  with  every  right  and  * 
burthen  of  heirship  ;  so  that,  after  the  birth  of  the  nearer  heir, 
he  even  retained  the  profits  of  the  estates  against  him.    That 
class,  therefore,  of  lives,  which  was  now  the  subject  of  observa- 
tion, neither  had  nor  could  have  an  existence,  either  in  fact  or 
law,  in  the  time  of  Mr.  Thellusson.     It  followed  that,  by  the 
admission  of  them  into  the  term  of  suspense,  the  ground  pre- 
scribed  by  law  for  the  suspense  of  real  property  had  been 
exceeded.      No  cases,  the   subject  of  which    was   real  pro- 
perty, could  be  mentioned,  in  which  a  child  fit  ventre  sa  mere 
had  been  held  to  be  in  existence  for  any  purpose,  except  to 
limit  the  estate  of  the  first  devisee,  or  for  the  child  himself, 
Amb.708.712.  being  the  substituted  devisee.     In  Bennett  v.  Honey  wood.  Lord 

Bathurst  declared  that  the  Court  had  never  construed  a  child 
m  ventre  sa  mere  to  be  actually  born,  at  the  time  of  the  death 
of  the  testator,  except  in  a  case  of  devise  to  the  children.  Cases 
upon  trusts  of  personal  estates  were  not  applicable  to  cases  of 
the  present  description,  arising  on  devises  of  real  estates :  for 
though  rules  of  law,  which  require  that  an  estate  of  freehold 
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should  be  actaally  vested  in  some  person,  and  therefore  deny  a 
legal  existence  to  a  child  tn  ventre  sa  mere,  even  for  his  own  benefit^ 
virere  in  nowise  applicable  to  trusts  of  personal  estate.  The  case 
of  Long  V.  Blackall  was  the  only  case  where  the  lawfulness  of 
making  a  child  in  ventre  sa  mere,  a  life»  for  the  purpose  of 
suspense,  seemed  to  have  been  admitted  :  but  that  was  $i  case 
of  personal  estate.  Now,  as  there  was  no  law  which  denied  a 
legal  existence  to  a  child  tn  ventre  sa  mere,  where  personal 
estate  was  concerned,  there  seemed  (especially  where,  as  in 
Long  v.  Blackall,  it  gave  effect  to  a  provision  made  by  a  parent 
for  a  child,)  that  there  was  strong  ground  to  contend  that  a 
child  in  ventre  sa  mere  should,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  be  sup- 
posed to  exist  for  his  own  benefit,  and  thai  there  should  be  a 
strong  disposition  in  the  courts  to  favour  such  an  argument ;  but; 
in  the  present  case,  from  the  mere  impossibility  of  supposing  the 
freehold  to  be  in  the  child  while  in  ventre  sa  mere,  the  argument 
was  wholly  inadmissible. 

Admitting,  however,  that  the  lives  in  question  were,  for  some 
purposes  of  law,  in  existence  in  the  lifetime  of  Mr.  Thellusson^ 
they  certainly  were  not  in  existence  for  the  use  he  made  of  them. 
In  the  cases  where  the  nine  months  have  been  mentioned,  as  a 
period  allowed  for  protracting  the  suspense  of  property,  it  was 
generally  added  that  the  nine  months  were  allowed,  for  the  sake 
of  the  child  intended  to  be  benefited  by  the  protraction ;  but  a 
single  instance  could  not  be  produced  where  the  nine  months 
have  been  added  for  any  other  purpose ;  and  perhaps  an  instance 
could  not  be  brought  where  the  courts  have  had  occasion  to 
mention  the  nine  months,  without  adding  at  the  same  time  that 
they  were  allowed  merely  for  the  benefit  of  the  posthumous 
child.  Then,  how  does  the  argument  stand  ?  A  posthumous 
child  is,  in  fact,  unborn  at  the  testator's  decease;  the  law 
allows  that,  when  after  his  birth  he  answers  the  character  of 
heir  taking  by  descent,  and  also  that  in  some  cases  especially 
provided  for  by  act  of  parliament,  his  being  in  ventre  sa  mere 
shall  not  deprive  him  of  an  estate,  to  which,  if  actually  bom  at 
the  time  of  its  devolution,  he  would  have  been  entitled.  To  argue 
from  this,  that  for  all  purposes,  and  particularly  for  the  purposes 
which,  as  in  the  present  case,  operate  to  their  prejudice,  posthu- 
mous children  should,  in  the  supposition  of  law,  be  thought  in 
existence,  was  unjustifiable. 
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V.  In  other  reapectB,  the  suspense  evidently  extended  beyond 
the  lives  of  persons  in  being  at  the  testator's  decease. 

The  classes  of  lives  are  described  by  the  testator  in  the  follow- 
ing words : — 

(I.)  ''  During  the  natural  lives  of  my  sons  Peter  Isaac  Thel- 
lusson,  George  Woodford  Thellusson,  and  Charles  Thellusson." 

(II.)  '^  And  of  my  grandson  John  Thellusson,  son  of  my  said 
son  Peter  Isaac  Thellusson.'' 

(III.)  **  And  of  such  other  sons  as  my  said  son  Peter  Isaac 
Thellusson  now  has  or  may  have." 

(IV.)  '^  And  of  such  issue  as  my  grandson  John  Thellusson, 
son  of  my  said  son  Peter  Isaac  Thellusson  may  have." 

(V.)  ^'  And  of  such  issue  as  any  other  sons  of  my  said  son  Peter 
Isaac  Thellusson  may  have." 

(VI.)  "  And  of  such  sons  as  my  said  sons  George  Woodford 
Thellusson  and  Charles  Thellusson  may  have." 

(VII.)  *^  And  of  such  issue  as  such  sons  may  have,  as  shall 
be  living  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  or  born  in  due  time  after- 
wards." 

The  question  was,  whether  all  the  lives  mentioned  in  this  part 
of  the  will  must  necessarily  have  been  in  existence  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  testator,  or  whether  some  of  them  might  come  into  exist- 
ence after  his  decease  ?  On  the  last  supposition,  the  devise  was 
evidently  too  remote.  Now,  unless  the  words  in  the  third,  fourth, 
fifth,  sixth,  and  seventh  members  of  the  sentence,  were  restrained 
by  the  qualifying  words,  '^  as  shall  be  living  at  the  time  of  my 
.  decease,  or  bom  within  due  time  afterwards,"  which  were  intro- 
duced at  the  end  of  the  last  member  of  the  sentence,  they  mani- 
festly extended  to  persons  who  might  be  born  after  Mr.  Thellus- 
son's  decease.  But  the  qualifying  words  could  not,  upon  any 
principle,  either  of  grammatical  or  legal  construction,  apply  to 
them.  In  common  sense,  by  every  rule  of  grammar,  and  accord- 
ing to  every  principle  and  precedent  of  legal  construction,  words 
of  relation  are  always  exclusively  referred  to  the  next  immediate 
antecedent;  unless  such  exclusive  reference  embarrasses  the 
sentence.  But,  in  the  present  case,  the  sentence  will  not  only 
not  be  embarrassed,  by  confining  the  reference  in  the  last  member 
of  the  sentence  to  the  next  immediate  antecedent  in  that  sen- 
tence, but  the  sentence  will  be  embarrassed  in  an  extreme  de- 
gree, by  extending  the  reference  to  any  prior  member  of  rt.    It 
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will  not  be  embarrassed  by  confining  the  reference  to  the  last 
antecedent  in  the  last  member  of  the  sentence,  for  every  member 
of  the  sentence  will  then  be  complete  in  itself;  every  member 
will  have  its  word  of  relation,  and  an  antecedent  word,  to  which 
It  explicitly  refers  :  but  it  will  be  embarrassed  in  an  extreme  de* 
gree,  by  extending  the  reference  to  the  prior  members  of  the 
sentence.  The  restrictive  words  could  not  be  applied  to  the  first 
or  second  members  of  the  sentence,  without  making  them  abso- 
lute nonsense :  this  alone  leads  to  the  conclusion,  that  they  were 
not  to  be  referred  to  the  other  members  of  the  sentence,  espe- 
cially, as  without  them,  and  standing  by  itself,  each  of  those 
members  is  perfect.  If  the  restrictive  words  were  referred  to  the 
third  and  fourth  members  of  the  sentence,  one  half  of  them 
must  be  omitted,  or  the  reference  would  make  them  perfect  non- 
sense :  for  the  words,  **  bom  in  due  time  afterwards,"  could  never 
be  referred  to  the  words,  "  now  has  ;*'  as  it  is  impossible  that  a 
testator,  speaking  of  sons  living  when  his  will  is  made,  can 
describe  them  as  sons  who  may  be  bom  in  due  time  after  his 
decease.  The  fifth  member  of  the  sentence  was  complete  with- 
out the  restrictive  words ;  they  did  not  however  make  nonsense 
of  it,  but  then  they  left  it  altogether  open  to  the  force  of  the 
objection,  as,  by  every  rule  of  construction,  the  restrictive  words, 
if  they  were  applied  to  that  member  of  the  sentence,  must  be 
referred  to  the  ''  sons"  mentioned  in  it,  and  not  to  "  the  issue 
of  the  sons."  It  was  impossible  to  suppose  that  a  testator,  of 
the  age  of  sixty-four  at  the  time  he  made  his  will,  should  have 
had  it  in  his  contemplation  to  provide  for  the  event  of  there 
being  in  existence,  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  a  son  of  an  unborn 
grandson  of  his  body ;  yet  to  that  supposition  the  reference  of 
the  restrictive  words  to  the  word  ''  issue,"  in  the  5th  member  of 
the  sentence,  necessarily  led.  Now,  if  they  were  referred  to  the 
word  ''  sons,"  the  word  ''  issue"  was  left  unqualified ;  and 
then,  among  the  lives,  during  which  the  period  of  suspense 
was  to  be  carried  on,  all  the  issue  of  the  sons  must  be  reckoned, 
whenever  such  issue  should  be  born.  It  was  apprehended,  that 
this  was  the  only  admissible  construction ;  and  that  the  legal 
boundary  of  suspense  was  therefore  exceeded. 

VI.  Finally,  the  testator  exceeded  the  bounds  prescribed  by 
law  for  the  suspense  of  property,  in  the  clause  by  which  he  di- 
rected the  property  to  be  vested  in  the  funds  till  purchases  could 
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be  found.  The  proper  and  only  legal  mode  of  declaring  the 
trusts  of  these  investments,  for  the  purpose  probably  in  the  con- 
templation of  the  testator  was,  directing  the  dividends,  and  the 
annual  produce  of  them,  to  be  applied  to  the  persons,  and  in  the 
manner  in  which,  if  lands  were  actually  purchased  and  settled, 
conformably  to  the  trust,  the  rents  of  tliem  would  be  applicable. 
This  the  testator  did  not  do ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  directed  the 
accumulation  to  be  carried  on  till  the  purchases  were  actually 
made :  so  that  the  beneficial  ownership  of  the  property  would 
be  suspended,  not  only  till  all  the  lives,  during  which  it  was 
directed  to  accumulate,  should  expire,  but  during  such  further 
period  as  might  elapse  between  the  decease  of  the  last  surviving 
life  and  the  completion  of  the  last  purchase. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  his  Majesty 
and  the  public,  that  the  decree  should  be  affirmed,  for  the  follow- 
ing reasons : — 

I.  That  the  only  question  was,  whether  the  testator  had 
transgressed  any  of  those  rules  of  law  or  equity  which  were 
sanctioned  and  established  by  decisions  of  courts  of  justice  at 
the  time  when  he  made  his  will?  That  an  executory  devise  was 
good  which  was  to  take  effect  in  possession,  after  the  determina- 
tion of  any  number  of  lives  of  persons  actually  born,  and  after 
the  death  of  a  child  in  ventre  sa  mere  (allowing  for  the  period  of 
gestation  of  such  child),  was  a  rule  which  could  not  now  be 
shaken,  without  shaking  the  foundation  of  the  law.  In  the 
present  case,  on  the  determination  of  only  nine  lives,  there  would 
be  a  vested  estate  in  possession ;  and  the  vesting  therefore  of 
the  property  in  question  was  not  postponed  for  a  longer  period 
than  the  law  allowed.  That  there  was-  nothing  in  this  case 
which,  in  technical  language,  tended  to  a  perpetuity.  An  estate 
might  be  limited  to  one  for  life,  remainder  to  another  for  life, 
remainder  to  a  third,  and  so  on  to  twenty  persons  for  life; 
Love  V.  nay,  a  settlement  had,  by  the  directions  of  a  court  of  equity, 

s!d!^p?'  ^^^^  made,  limiting  an  estate  to  fifty  persons  in  being,  for 
460. 3  Cha.       their  successive  lives,  and   no  inconvenience  had  ever  been  ai>- 

Ca.  29.  ' 

Humbereton  V.  P^ehended  from  such  limitations.  The  rule  had  been  laid 
HiuDbBrBton,      down  in  plain  and  intelligible   terms,  with  reference   to  the 

1  X  .  fV in.  33*. 

Scatterwood  v.  very  circumstance  of  the  number  of  lives ;  that  it  did  not  signify 
2Bn>. Cha. Ca!  how  great  the  number  of  lives  was,  for  it  was  but  for  the  life  of 
^*  the  survivor,  and  therefore  for  the  life  of  but  one  person.    A 
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man  might  appoint  100  or  1000  trustees,  and  that  the  survivor 
should  appoint  a  life  estate,  that  would  be  within  the  line  of  a 
perpetuity.  The  Judges  had  never  been  aware  of  the  difference 
between  one  life  and  twenty  lives.  Every  executory  devise  was 
good  that  did  not  tend  to  make  an  estate  unalienable  beyond  the 
period  allowed  by  law  as  to  legal  estates,  which  could  not  be 
rendered  tinalienable  beyond  the  time  at  which  the  remainder- 
man,  who  was  not  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  limitation  of 
the  estate,  would  arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty-one.  The  Court 
had  no  criterion  to  judge  of  the  inconvenience  arising  from  re- 
strtiining  the  alienation  of  property  by  executory  devise,  except 
by  analogy  to  the  restraint  which  the  common  law  allowed  to  be 
put  on  the  alienation  of  real  property. 

II.  That  the  notion,  that  an  executory  devise  was  good  or  bad 
according  to  the  number  of  lives  after  which  it  was  to  take  effect, 
never  occurred  to  any  Judge  or  lawyer  until  the  present  case ; 
nor  could  such  a  notion  be  Supported,  unless  it  should  be  de- 
termined that  a  Judge  was  to  decide  upon  the  particular  cir- 
cumstances of  each  particular  case,  and  that  he  was  not  to  look 
for  a  general  rule,  but  for  particular  instances  in  which  the 
general  rule  had  been  acted  upon.  That  in  the  Duke  of  Nor- 
folk's case.  Lord  Nottingham,  so  far  from  deciding  upon  the 
principle,  that  executory  devises  must  depend  upon  the  rule  of 
convenience  or  inconvenience,  had  positively  declared,  that  he 
intended  to  confine  executory  devises  and  trusts  within  the  limits 
of  estates  tail,  and  without  any  exception,  he  gave  the  same  li- 
mitation to  executory  devises,  and  trusted  that  the  extent  of  the 
property,  the  cruelty  or  kindness  of  the  disposition,  could  not  be 
permitted  to  operate  upon  the  decision  of  a  court  of  justice. 
The  intention  of  this  case  was  clear  and  certain ;  it  was  con- 
sistent with  the  rules  of  law  that  intention  could  not  be  controlled 
by  ideas  of  its  fitness  or  unfitness,  of  its  policy  or  impolicy ;  the 
intention  of  the  testator  was  consistent  with  the  settled  rules  of 
law  at  the  time  when  his  will  was  made,  and  therefore  the  will 
must  be  established. 

III.  That  the  objection,  that  the  doctrine  of  executory  devises  Hopkins  v. 
was  not  applicable  to  a  trust  of  accumulation,  was  totally  un-  r^^^I 
founded ;  the  attention  of  a  court  of  equity  had  been  frequently 
directed  to  a  trust  of  accumulation.    There  were  many  cases  in 
which  accumulation  had  been  directed  by  the  Court,  because  the 
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testator  had  directed  it  expressly ;  others  in  which  it  had  been 
Rogers  V.  Gib-  directed  because  the  will  contained  indications  of  such  an  inten- 
^^\        '  '     tion ;  and  others  in  which  the  attention  of  the  Court  had  been 

60  particularly  called  to  the  legality  of  the  accumulation  directed, 

as  to  fix  the  period,  beyond  which  such  accumulation  was  not  to 

extend;  the  objection  had  never  been  before  made,  even  in  ar- 

Hurisonv.Har-  gument,  except  in  the  case  of  Lady  Dennison's  will,  when  it  was 

1786!^^*         raised  in  argument,  but  without  success.    That  it  had  always 

been  considered  as  in  the  power  of  a  testator  to  direct  an  accu- 
mulation of  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  estates  for  the  same  pe- 
riod of  time,  during  which  the  law  allows  the  testator  to  render 
.bis  estate  unalienable.  If  that  was  not  the  period  during  which 
the  trust  of  accumulation  was  to  continue,  what  other  period 
was  to  be  substituted  ?  Might  the  accumulation  be  permitted 
for  one  life,  or  for  three  lives,  or  for  twenty  ?  Different  Judges 
might  entertain  very  different  opinions  upon  the  subject ;  one 
good  life  might  be  more  than  equal  to  fifty  bad  lives.  The  rule 
therefore  which  could  be  neither  extended  nor  contracted,  was 
laid  down  by  the  law ;  and  was,  that  accumulation  might  go  on 
during  that  period  of  time,  during  which  the  law  permitted  the 
estate  to  remain  unalienable :  the  law  did  not  regard  the  quan- 
tity of  property  accumulated,  but  anxiously  provided  that,  when 
accumulated,  it  should  not  remain  unalienable  beyond  a  period 
clearly  marked  out  and  ascertained. 

IV.  With  respect  to  the  objection,  that  a  child  in  ventre  sa 
mere  was  not  a  life  in  being  for  the  purpose  of  suspending  the 
absolute  vesting  of  an  estate,  it  was  clear  that  such  children 
were  considered  by  the  law  as  in  being  for  a  variety  of  purposes. 
They  were  considered  as  in  being  at  the  death  of  an  intestate, 
in  order  to  be  entitled  to  take  under  the  statute  for  distribution 
of  an  intestate's  estates ;  they  were  capable  of  taking  by  descent 
estates  in  fee  simple  or  in  fee  tail.  It  was  admitted,  that  they 
were  to  be  considered  as  in  being  for  all  purposes  and  in  all 
cases  for  their  own  benefit ;  but  it  was  said,  that  they  were  not 
considered  as  in  being  for  such  a  purpose  as  the  present;  the 
whole  foundation  for  the  argument,  that  such  children  were  to 
be  considered  as  in  being  for  their  own  benefit  only,  rested  upon 
some  words  which  some  reporters  of  decisions  have  ascribed  to 
Judges  when  delivering  their  opinions  upon  claims  made  by  such 
children ;  but  these  words,  if  they  wero  used  in  those  cases^  by 
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no  means  negative  the  proposition,  that  such  children  were  in 
being  for  all  purposes ;  there  was  no  reason  for  contining  the 
rule ;  they  were  entitled  to  all  the  privileges  of  other  persons, 
and  it  was  reasonable  they  should  be  the  means  of  conferring 
privileges  upon  other  persons:  but  the  law  considered  such 
children  as  in  being,  in  cases  in  which  they  might  be  preju- 
diced ;  they  might  be  vouched  in  a  recovery,  though  such 
voucher  was  for  the  purpose  of  making  them  answerable  over  in 
value ;  they  might  be  executors.  Such  a  child  had  been  con* 
sidered  in  being  for  such  a  purpose  as  the  presenti  in  Long  v* 
Blackall,  which  was  a  complete  decision  on  the  very  point 
Supposing  that  the  case  of  Long  v.  filackall  had  not  settled  the 
pointy  the  words  in  the  testator's  will, ''  born  in  due  time  after-* 
wards,"  afforded  a  principle  of  construction  sufficient  to  maintain 
the  point.  Those  words  must  mean,  in  construction  of  law,  as 
describing  that  period  during  which  persons  might  come  iti  esse, 
for  whose  lives,  according  to  the  law,  the  accumulation  might  go 
forward. 

V.  With  respect  to  the  objection,  that  the  words  of  restric-* 
tion  in  the  will, ''  as  shall  be  living  at  the  time  of  my  decease, 
or  born  in  due  time  afterwards,"  were  according  to  just  construe* 
tion,  to  be  confined  to  the  last  class  of  persons,  during  whose 
lives  the  accumulation  was  to  be,  and  could  not,  according  to 
the  rules  of  construction,  be  carried  back  to  any  of  the  preceding 
classes ;  it  was  submitted,  that  the  clause  of  restriction  could 
not  be  disconnected  from  all  the  descriptions  of  persons  whose 
lives  were  specified,  it  was  one  sentence,  and  the  qualification 
was  applicable,  and  must  be  applied  to  the  whole  ;  strict  gram«- 
matical  construction  was  not  the  rule  which  governed  in  wills, 
if  the  intention  of  the  testator  required  a  different  construction: 
and  this  sort  of  construction  applied  to  all  cases,  whether  the 
testamentary  disposition  were  contrary  to,  or  consistent  with, 
what  might  be  considered  as  worthy  of  favour,  that  the  intention 
of  the  testator,  if  it  were  not  inconsistent  with  the  rules  of  law, 
was  alone  to  be  attended  to.  That  it  was  impossible  to  read  the 
clause  in  question,  with  a  view  to  discover  the  real  meaning 
of  the  testator,  without  being  convinced  that  the  testator  meant 
to  apply  the  restrictive  words  to  all  the  members  of  the  clause, 
that  should  require  such  restriction ;  the  adding  of  the  restric- 
tion after  the  enumeration  of  the  last  class  of  persons,  was  not. 
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because  it  was  intended  to  ^pply  to  that  only,  but  in  order  to 
avoid  the  frequent  repetition  of  it. 

VI.  As  to  the  objection,  that  the  testator  had  exceeded  the 
bounds  prescribed  by  law  for  the  suspense  of  property,  in  the 
clause  by  which  he  directed  the  property  to  be  invested  in  the 
funds,  until  such  purchases  should  be  found,  if  such  objection 
was  now  to  be  repeated,  the  answer  was,  that  such  was  the 
case  in  every  will,  where  there  was  a  direction  to  lay  out  the 
accumulating  fund  of  principal  and  interest  in  lands.  It  was 
always  in  this  way  that,  until  the  purchase  could  be  made, 
the  money  was  to  be  accumulated,  where  an  accumulating  fund 
was  to  be  made  the  ground  of  purchase,  the  interest  and  divi- 
dends, until  the  purchase  was  made,  were  never  direct^  to  be 
paid  to  the  person  who  would  be  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  lands  to  be  purchased. 
The  following  questions  were  put  to  the  Judges : — 
I.  A  testator,  by  his  will  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  real  estate 
therein  ntentioned,  made  the  following  devise : — "  I  give  and 
devise  all  my  manors,  messuages,  tenements,  and  hereditaments, 
at  Brodsworth,  in  the  county  of  York,  after  the  death  of  my 
sons  Peter  Isaac  Tbellusson,  George  Woodford  Thellusspn,  and 
Charles  Tbellusson,  and  of  my  grandson  John  Tbellusson,  son 
of  my  said  son  Peter  Isaac  Tbellusson,  and  of  such  other  sons 
as  my  said  son  Peter  Isaac  Tbellusson  now  has  or  may  have, 
and  of  such  issue  as  my  said  grandson  John  Tbellusson  may 
have,  and  of  such  issue  as  any  other  sons  of  my  said  son  Peter 
Isaac  Tbellusson  may  have,  and  of  such  sons  as  my  said  sons 
George  Woodford  Tbellusson  and  Charles  Tbellusson  may  have, 
as  shall  be  living  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  or  born  in  due  time 
afterwards  ;  and  after  the  deaths  of  the  survivors  and  survivor 
of  the  several  persons  aforesaid,  to  such  person  as,  at  the  time 
of  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the  said  several  persons,  shall 
then  be  the  eldest  male  lineal  descendant  of  my  son  Peter  Isaac 
Tbellusson,  and  his  heirs  for  ever."  At  the  time  of  the  testator's 
death,  there  were  seven  persons  actually  bom,  answering  the 
description  mentioned  in  the  testator's  will :  and  there  were  two 
in  ventre  sa  mere,  answering  the  description,  if  children  tit  venire 
$a  mere  do  answer  that  description.  All  the  said  several  persons 
so  described  in  the  testator's  will,  being  dead ;  and  at  the  death 
of  the  survivor  of  such  several  persons,  there  being  living  one 
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male  lineal  descendant  of  the  testator's  son  Peter  Isaac  Thel- 
lasson,  and  one  only :  Is  such  person  entitled  by  law,  under  the 
legal  effect  of  the  devise  above  stated,  and  the  legal  construc- 
tion of  the  several  words  in  which  the  same  is  expressed,  to 
the  said  manors,  messuages,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  at 
Brodsworth  ? 

II.  If,  at  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  such  several  persons 
as  aforesaid,  such  only  male  lineal  descendant  was  not  actually 
bom,  but  was  in  ventre  sa  mere,  would  such  lineal  descendant, 
when  actually  born,  be  so  entitled  ? 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  (Sir  Archi- 
bald McDonald),  delivered  their  unanimous  opinion  upon  the 
said  questions  in  the  affirmative. 

The  following  is  a  note  of  his  Lordship's  speech  on  that 
occasion : 

"  The  first  objection  to  the  will  is,  that  the  testator  has  ex- 
ceeded that  portion  of  time  within  which  the  contingency  must 
happen,  upon  which  an  executory  devise  is  permitted  to  be 
limited  by  the  rules  of  law,  for  three  reasons.  First,  Because 
that  so  great  a  number  of  lives  cannot  be  taken,  as  in  the  pre 
sent  instance,  to  protract  the  time  during  which  the  vesting  is 
suspended;  and,  consequently,  the  power  of  alienation  sus- 
pended. Secondly,  That  the  testator  has  added  to  the  lives  of 
persons  who  should  be  born  at  the  time  of  his  death,  the  lives  of 
persons  who  might  not.  Thirdly,  That  after  enumerating  dif- 
ferent classes  of  lives,  during  the  continuance  of  which  the 
vesting  is  suspended,  the  testator  has  concluded  with  these  re- 
strictive words,  '  as  shall  be  living  at  my  decease,  or  born  in 
due  time  afterwards;'  that,  as  these  words  appertain  only  to 
the  last  class  in  the  enumeration,  the  words  which  are  used  in 
the  preceding  classes  being  unrestricted,  they  will  extend  to 
grandchildren  and  great-grandchildren,  and  so  make  this  exe- 
cutory devise  void  in  its  creation,  as  being  too  remote.  With 
respect  to  the  first  ground,  viz.  the  number  of  lives  taken,  which 
in  the  present  instance  is  nine,  I  apprehend  that  no  case  or 
dictum  has  drawn  any  line,  as  to  this  point,  which  a  testator  is 
forbidden  to  pass.  On  the  contrary,  in  the  cases  in  which  this 
subject  has  been  considered,  by  the  ablest  Judges,  they  have  for 
a  great  length  of  time  expressed  themselves  as  to  the  number  of 
lives,  not  merely  without  any  qualification  or  circumscription. 
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but  have  treated  the  number  of  existing  lives  as  a  matter  of  no 
moment ;  the  ground  of  that  opinion  being,  that  no  public  in- 
convenience can  arise  from  a  supension  of  the  vesting,  and  there- 
by placing  land  out  of  circulation,  during  any  one  life;  and 
that,  in  fact,  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  many  persons  named 
or  described  is  but  the  life  of  some  one.    This  was  held,  without 
dissent,  by  Twisden,  in  Love  v.  Wyndham,  1  Mod.  50.,  twenty 
years  before  the  determination  of  the  Duke  of  Norfolk's  case, 
who  says,  that  the  devise  of  a  term  may  be  for  twenty  lives,  one 
after  another,  if  all  be  in  existence  at  once.    By  this  expression 
he  must  be  understood  to  mean  any  number  of  lives,  the  ex- 
tinction of  which  could  be  proved  without  difficulty.    When 
this  subject  of  executory  trusts  came  to  be  examined  by  the 
great  powers  of  Lord  Nottingham,  as  to  the  time  within  which 
the  contingency  must  happen,  he  thus  expresses  himself: — *  If 
a  term  be  devised,  or  the  trust  of  a  term  limited,  to  one  for  life, 
with  twenty  remainders  for  life  successively,  and  all  the  persons 
are  in  existence  and  alive  at  the  time  of  the  limitation  of  their 
estates,  these,  though  they  look  like  a  possibility  upon  a  pos- 
sibility, are  all  good,  because  they  produce  no  inconvenience; 
they  wear  out  in  a  little  time.'    With  an  easy  interpretation,  we 
find,  from  Lord  Nottingham,  what  that  tendency  to  a  perpetuity 
is,  which  the  policy  of  the  law  has  considered  as  a  public  in- 
convenience; namely,  where  an  executory  devise  would  have  the 
effect  of  making  lands  unalienable  beyond  the  time  which  is 
allowed  in  legal  limitations,  that  is,  beyond  the  time  at  which 
one  remainder-man  would  attain  his  age  of  twenty-one,  if  he 
were  not  born  when  the  limitations  were  executed ;  when  he 
declares,  that  he  will  stop  where  he  finds  an  inconvenience,  he 
cannot,  consistently  with  a  second  construction  of  the  context, 
be  understood  to  mean,  where  Judges  arbitrarily  imagine  they 
perceive  an  inconvenience ;  for  he  has  himself  stated  where  in- 
convenience begins,  namely,  by  an  attempt  to  supersede  the 
vesting  longer  than  can  be  done  by  legal  limitations.    I  under- 
stood him  to  mean  that,  wherever  courts  perceive  that  such 
would  be  the  effect,  whatever  may  be  the  mode  attempted,  that 
effect  must  be  prevented ;  and  he  gives  the  same,  but  no  greater 
latitude,  to  executory  devises  and  executory  trusts  as  to  estates 
tail.   This  has  been  ever  since  adopted  ;  in  Scatterwood  v.  Edge, 
1  Salk.  229.,  the  Court  held,  that  an  executory  estate^  to  arise 
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within  the  compass  of  a  reasonable  time,  is  good  ;  as  twenty  or 
thirty  years,  so  is  the  compass  of  a  life  or  lives :  for,  let  the  lives 
be  never  so  many,  there  must  be  a  survivor,  and  so  it  is  but  the 
length  of  that  life.     In  Humberston  v.  Humberston,  1  P.  Wms. 
332.,  where  an  attempt  was  made  to  create  a  vast  number  of 
estates  for  life  in  succession,  as  well  to  persons  unborn  as  to 
persons  in  existence ;  Lord  Cowper  restrained  that  devise  within 
the  limits  assigned  to  common  law  conveyances,  by  giving  es- 
tates for  life  to  all  those  who  were  living  (at  the  death  of  the 
testator),  and  estates  tail  to  those  who  were  unborn ;  considering 
all  the  co-existing  lives,  (a  vast  many  in  number),  as  amounting 
in  the  end  to  no  more  than  one  life.     His  Lordship  was  in  the 
situation,  alluded  to  by  Lord  Nottingham,  where  a  visible  in- 
convenience appeared.    The  bounds,  prescribed  to  limitations  in 
common  law  conveyances,  were  exceeded :  the  excess  was  cut 
off;  and  the  devise  confined  within  those  limits.     Lord  Hard- 
wicke  repeats  the  same  doctrine,  in  Sheffield  v.  Lord  Orrery,  3 
AdL.  282. ;  using  the  words  *  life*  or  '  lives,*  without  any  re- 
striction as  to  number.    Many  other  cases  might  be  cited  to  the 
like  effect;  but  I  shall  only  add  what  is  laid  down  in  two  very 
modem  cases.    In  Gumel  t;.  Wood,  Lord  Chief  Justice  Willes  Anto,  s.  63. 
speaks  of  a  life  or  lives,  without  any  qualification ;  and  Lord 
Thurlow,  in  Robinson  v.  Hardcastle,  says,  that  a  man  may  ap- 
point 100  or  1000  trustees;  and  that  the  survivor  of  them  shall 
appoint  a  life  estate.    It  appears,  then,  that  the  co-existing  lives, 
at  the  expiration  of  which  the  contingency  must  happen,  are 
not  confined  to  any  definite  number.     But  it  is  asked,  shall 
lands  be  rendered  unalienable  during  the  lives  of  all  the  indivi- 
duals, who  compose  very  large  societies  or  bodies  of  men,  or 
where  other  very  extensive  descriptions  are  made  use  of?     It 
may  be  answered,  that  when  such  cases  occur,  they  will,  accord- 
ing to  their  respective  circumstances,  be  put  to  the  usual  test, 
whether  they  will  or  will  not  tend  to  a  perpetuity,  by  rendering 
it  almost,  if  not  quite  impracticable,  to  ascertain  the  extinc^ 
tion  of  the  lives  described ;  and  will  be  supported  or  avoided 
accordingly. 

•*  But  it  is  contended,  that  in  these,  and  other  cases,  the  per- 
sons during  whose  lives  the  suspension  was  to  continue,  were 
persons  immediately  connected  with,  or  immediately  leading  to, 
the  person  in  whom  the  property  was  first  to  vest,  when  the  sus- 
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pension  should  be  at  an  end.  I  am  unable  to  find  any  authority 
for  considering  this  as  a  sine  qu&  turn  in  the  creation  of  a  good 
executory  trust  It  is  true  that  this  will  ahnost  always  be  the 
case  and  mode  of  disposing  of  property,  introduced  and  encou- 
raged, up  to  a  certain  extent,  for  the  conTenienoe  of  families ; 
which,  in  almost  all  instances,  look  to  the  existing  members  of 
the  family  of  the  testator,  and  its  connexiona.  But  when  the 
true  reason  for  circDmaoribing  the  period,  during  which  aliena- 
tion may  be  suspended,  is  adverted  to,  there  seems  to  be  no 
ground  or  principle,  that  renders  such  an  ingredient  necessary. 
The  principle  is,  the  avoiding  of  a  public  loss,  by  fdacing  pro* 
perty  for  too  great  a  length  (^  time  out  of  commerce.  The 
l^gth  of  time  will  not  be  the  greater  or  less,  whether  the  lives  taken 
b^ve  any  interest  vested  or  contingent,  or  have  not; ;  nor  whether 
the  lives  are  those  of  persons  immediately  connected  with,  or 
immediately  leading  to»  that  person  in  whom  the  property  is  first 
to  vest;  terme>  to  which  it  is  diiBcult  to  annex  any  precise 
meaning.  The  policy  of  the  law  can  no  way  be  afl^ted  by  those 
circumstances,  which,  I  apprehend,  look  merely  ta  duratioo 
o(  time.  This  could  not  be  the  opinioa  of  Lord  Thuriow,  in 
Robiasoi^k  v.  Hardcastle ;  nor  is  any  siich  opinion  to  be  foaad  in 
^ny  case,  or  book,  upon  this  sub^t.  The  result  of  all  the  cases 
i^pon  this  point,  is  thus  summed  up  by  Lord  Chief  Jnalice 
Rep.  215.         Willes,  with  his  usual  accuracy  and  perspicuity :   '  Executory 

devises  have  not  been  considered  as  mere  possibilities,  bnl  as 
certain  interests  and  estates,  and  have  been  reseaohled  to  contin- 
gent remainders  in  all  other  respects,  only  they  hav»  been  put 
qnder  some  restraints,  to  prevent  petpetuitiee*  As.  at  fiost  it  was 
held,  that  the.  contingency  must  happen  within^  the  compasaef  a 
Ufe  or  lives  in  beiag,  or  a  reasonable  number  of  years,  at  length 
iiw^.  extended  a  little  fiirther,  ncMosely,  tot  a  chaU  m  vesiire  sa 
ffffiKe,,  a>  tibe  time  oi  the  father's  death ;  because,  as  that  contin- 
gency QMist  necessarily  happen  withiA  leaa  than  nine  months  after 
tlp#:di^th  of  a  pe^rson  in  being,  that  eonstmelii^n  would  introduce 
noi  iM<Hivenienee :  and  the  rule  has,  ia  many  instances,  been 
extended  to  twenty-one  years  after  the  death  of  a  person  in 
being ;  ap,  in  that  case  likewise,  there  is  no  danger  of  a  perpe- 
tuity.' Comparing  whsA  the  testator  has  done  in  the  present 
case  with  what  is  above  cited,  it  will  appear,  that  he  has  not 
postponed  the  vesting  even  so  long  as  he  might  have  done. 
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''  The  second  objection  which  has  been  made  in  this  case  is^ 
that  the  testator  has  added  to  the  lives  of  persons,  in  being  at  the 
time  of  his  decease,  those  of  persons  not  then  born.  It  becomes, 
therefore^  necessary  to  discover,  in  what  sense  the  testator  meant 
to  use  the  words  '  bom  in  due  time  afterwards/  Such  words, 
in  the  case  of  a  man's  own  children,  mean  the  time  of  gestation  : 
what  is  to  be  intended  by  these  words  in  this  will,  must  be  col- 
lected from  the  will  itself.  It  may  be  collected  from  the  will  it- 
self, that,  by  those  words,  the  testator  meant  to  describe  the 
period  of  time,  within  which  issue  might  be  born,  during  whose 
lives  the  trust  might  legally  continue;  or,  in  other  words,  whom 
the  law  would  consider  as  bom  at  the  time  of  his  decease.  Now, 
these  could  only  be  such  children  of  the  several  persons  named, 
as  their  respective  mothers  were  ensient  with,  at  the  time  of  his 
death.  Or  he  may  have  meant  to  use  the  word  6or/i,  as  denoting 
that  period  of  time,  which  would  be  the  necessary  period  for 
effecting  his  purpose.  This  is  probable,  from  his  using  the 
same  words  as  applied  to  the  time,  during  which  the  presentation 
to  the  advowson  of  Marr  might  be  suspended,  without  incurring 
a  lapse.  That  a  child  in  ventre  sa  mere  was  considered  in  exist- 
ence, so  as  to  be  capable  of  taking  by  executory  devise,  was 
maintained  by  Powell  in  the  case  of  Loddington  v.  Kyme,  1  Ld. 
Ray.  203.,  upon  the  ground,  that  the  space  of  time  between  the 
death  of  the  father,  and  the  birth  of  the  posthumous  son,  was  so 
short,  that  no  inconvenience  could  ensue.  So,  in  Northey  t>. 
Strange,  1  P.  Wms.  340.,  Sir  John  Trevor  held  that,  by  a  devise 
to  children  and  grandchildren,  an  unborn  grandchild  should 
take.  Two  years  after.  Lord  Macclesfield,  in  Burdett  t;.  Hope- 
good,  1  P.  Wms.  486.,  held  that,  where  the  devise  was  to  a 
cousin,  if  the  testator  should  leave  no  son  at  the  time  of  his 
deaUi,  a  posthumous  son  should  take,  as  being  left  at  the  testa- 
tor's death.  In  WaUis  v.  Hodgson,  2  Atk.  1 17.,  Lord  Hard- 
vricke  held,  that  a  posthumous  child  was  entitled  under  the  sta- 
tute of  Distribution,  and  his  reason  deserves  notice.  '  The  prin- 
cipal reason/  says  he,  '  that  I  go  upon,  is,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
in  venire  sa  mere  at  the  time  of  her  brother's  death,  and,  conse- 
quently, a  person  in  rerum  natura;  so  that,  by  the  rules  of  the 
conmon  and  civil  law,  she  was,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  a 
child,  as  much  as  if  born  in  the  father's  lifetime.'  Such  a  child, 
in  charging  for  the  portions  of  other  children  living  at  the  death 
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of  the  father,  is  included  as  then  living ;  Beale  v.  Doe,  1  P. 
Wms.  244. ;  and  so  in  a  variety  of  other  reports.    In  Basset  v. 
Basset,  Lord  Hardwicke  decreed  rents  and  profits,  which  had 
accrued  at  the  rent  day  preceding  his  birth,  to  a  posthnmous 
child :  and,  since  the  statute  10  and  1 1  Wm.  3.,  such  children 
seem  to  be  considered  in  all  cases  of  devise,  and  marriage  or 
other  settlement,  to  be  living  at  the  death  of  their  father, 
although  not  bom  till  after  his  decease.     It  is  otherwise  consi- 
dered in  the  case  of  descent.    In  Doe  v.  Quartley,  1  T.  R.  634., 
the  devise  was  to  Hester  Read  for  life,  daughter  of  Walter  Read, 
and  to  the  heirs  of  her  body,  and,  for  default  of  such  issue,  to 
such  child  as  the  wife  of  Walter  Read  is  now  emient  with,  and 
the  heirs  of  the  body  of  such  child;  then  to  the  right  heirs  of 
Walter  Read  and  Mary  his  wife.    It  was  contended,  that  the 
last  limitation  was  too  remote,  as  coming  after  a  devise  to  one 
not  in  being,  and  his  issue.    But  the  Court  said,  that,  since  the 
statute  of  King  William,  which  puts  posthumous  children  on 
the  same  footing  with  children  born  in  the  lifetime  of  their  an- 
cestor, this  objection  seemed  to  be  removed,  whatever  was  the 
case  before.     In  Gulliver  v.  Wickett,  1  Wils.  106.,  the  devise 
was  to  the  wife  for  life,  then  to  the  child  with  which  she  was 
supposed  to  be  ensient,  in  fee,  provided  that,  if  such  child  should 
die  before  twenty-one,  leaving  no  issue,  the  reversion  should  go 
to  other  persons  named.    The  Court  said,  if  there  had  been  no 
devise  to  the  wife  for  life,  which  made  the  ulterior  estate  a  con- 
tingent remainder,  the  devise  to  the  child  in  venire  sa  mere,  being 
in  futuro,  would  have  been  a  good  executory  devise.     In  Lan- 
cashire V.  Doe,  6  Term  R.  49.,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  has 
held,  that  marriage  and  the  birth  of  a  posthumous  child  revoke 
a  will,  in  like  manner  as  if  the  child  had  been  born  in  the  life- 
time of  the  father.    In  Doe  v.  Clarke,  Lord  Chief  Justice  Eyre 
holds  that,  independently  of  intention,  an  infant  in  ventre  $a  mere^ 
by  the  course  and  order  of  nature,  is  then  living,  and  comes 
dearly  within  the  description  of  children  living  at  the  parent's 
decease :  and  he  professes  not  to  accede  to  the  distinction  be- 
tween the  cases,  in  which  a  provision  has  been  made  for  children 
generally,  and  where  the  testator  has  been  supposed  to  mark  a 
personal  affection  for  children,  who  happened  to  have  been 
actually  born  at  the  time  of  his  death.    The  most  recent  case 
is  that  of  Long  v.  Blackall ;  the  Court  of  B.  R.  had  no  doubt 
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that  a  devise  to  a  child  tn  ventre  sa  mere,  in  the  first  instance, 
was  good ;  and  a  limitation  over  was  good  also,  on  the  contin- 
gency of  there  being  no  issue  male,  or  descendant  of  issue  male, 
living  at  the  death  of  such  posthumous  child.  It  seems  then, 
that,  if  estates  for  life  had  been  given  to  the  several  cestuis  que 
vie  in  this  will,  and,  after  their  deaths,  to  their  children,  either 
bom  or  in  venire  sa  mere  at  the  testator's  death,  they  would  have 
been  good.  No  tendency  to  perpetuity,  then,  can  arise  in  die 
case  of  such  lives  being  taken^  not  to  confer  on  them  a  measure 
of  the  beneficial  interest,  but  to  fix  the  time  during  which  the 
vesting  of  the  property,  which  is  the  subject  of  this  devise,  shall 
be  protracted ;  inasmuch,  as  the  circulation  of  real  property  is  no 
more  fettered  in  the  one  case,  than  in  the  other.  It  is,  however, 
observable  that  this  question  may  never  arise,  if  it  shall  so  hap- 
pen that  the  children,  tn  ventre  matris  at  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor, shall  not  survive  those  who  were  then  born. 

''The  third  ground  of  objection  depends  upon  the  application 
of  the  restrictive  words,  which  are  added  to  the  enumeration  of 
the  different  classes  of  persons  during  whose  lives  the  restriction 
is  suspended.  This  objection,  I  conceive,  will  be  removed  by  the 
application  of  the  usual  rules  in  construing  wills  to  the  present 
case.  First,  where  the  intention  of  the  testator  is  clear,  and  is 
consistent  with  the  rules  of  law,  that  shall  prevail.  His  inten- 
tion evidently  was,  to  prevent  alienation,  as  long  as  by  law  he 
could :  if,  then,  it  is  to  be  supposed,  that  the  restrictive  words 
are  to  be  confined  to  the  last  of  seven  different  descriptions,  and 
that  the  testator  intended  to  leave  the  four  descriptions  of  per- 
sons, which  immediately  preceded  this  seventh  class,  without  the 
benefit  of  such  restriction,  although  they  stand  in  need  of  it,  we 
must  do  violence  to  all  established  rules  on  this  head.  That 
construction  is  to  be  adopted  which  will  support  the  general 
intent.  The  grammatical  rule,  of  referring  qualifying  words  to  the 
last  of  the  antecedents,  is  not  even  supposed  by  grammarians 
themselves  to  &pply»  when  the  general  intent  of  a  writer  or 
speaker  would  be  defeated  by  such  a  confined  application  of 
them.  Reason  and  common  sense  revdit  at  the  idea  of  over- 
looking the  plain  intent,  which  is  .  disclosed  in  the  context ; 
namely,  that  they  should  be  applicable  to  such  classes  as  require 
them ;  and,  as  to  the  others,  to  consider  them  as  surplusage :  if 
words  will  admit  of  more  constructions  than  one,  that  which  will 
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support  the  legal  intention  of  the  testator,  is,  in  all  cases,  to  be 
adopted. 

"  I  do  not  trouble  your  Lordships  with  any  observation  upon 
the  objections  arising  from  the  magnitude  of  the  property  in 
question,  either  as  it  now  stands  or  may  hereafter  stand ;  or  as 
to  the  motives  which  may  have  influenced  this  testator,  nor  his 
neglect  of  those  considerations  by  which  I,  or  any  other  in* 
dividual,  may  or  ought  to  have  been  moved :  that  would  be 
to  suppose,  that  such  topics  can  in  any  way  affect  the  judi- 
cial mind.  For  these  imperfect  reasons,  I  concur  with  the  rest 
of  the  Judges  in  offering  this  answer  to  your  Lordships'  first 
question. 

''As  to  the  second  question,  the  objection  to  such  child  being 
entitled,  must  arise  from  an  allowance  having  been  made  for  the 
time  of  gestation,  at  the  end  of  the  executory  trusts :  it  seems 
to  be  settled,  that  an  estate  may  be  limited  in  the  first  instance 
to  a  child  unborn ;  and,  I  apprehend,  to  the  first  and  other  sons 
in  fee,  as  purchasers.    The  case  of  Long  v.  Blackall  seems  to 
have  decided,  that  an  infant  in  ventre  matris  is  a  life  in  being. 
The  established  length  of  time,  during  which  the  vesting  may  be 
suspended,  is  a  life  or  liyes  in  being,  the  period  of  gestation,  and 
the  infancy  of  such  posthumous  child.     If,  then,  this  time  has 
been  allowed,  in  some  cases  at  the  beginning,  and  in  others,  at 
the  termination  of  the  suspension ;  and  if  such  children  are 
considered,  by  the  construction  of  the  statute  10  &  11  Will.  3., 
as  being  born  to  such  purposes ;  what  should  prevent  the  period 
of  gestation  from  being  allowed,  both  at  the  commencement  and 
at  the  termination  of  the  suspension,  if  called  for?     In  those 
cases  where  it  has  been  allowed  at  the  commencement,  and  par- 
ticularly in  Longv.  Blackall,  it  must  have  been  obvious  to  the 
Court,  that  it  might  be  wanting  at  the  termination :  yet  that 
was  never  made  an  objection.     In  Gulliver  v.  Wickett,  the  child 
which  was  supposed  to  be  tii  ventre  sa  mere,  might  have  married 
and  died  before  twenty-one,  and   left  his  wife  ensient :  in  that 
case,  a  double  allowance  would  have  been  required ;  yet  that 
possibility  was  never  made  an  objection,  although  itwas-obvi* 
ous.    In  Long  v.  Blackall,  according  to  the  printed  report,  the 
precise  point  was  not  gone  into ;  but  it  is  plain  that  the  attention 
of  the  Court  must  have  been  drawn  to  it :  for  the  learned  Judge 
who  argued  that  case  in  support  of  the  devise,  expressly  staled. 
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'  that  every  common  case  of  a  limitation  over,  after  a  devise  for  a 
life  in  being,  with  remainder  in  trust  to  hia  unborn  issue,  includes 
the  same  contingency  as  was  then  in  question :  for  the  devisee 
for  life  may  die,  leaving  his  wife  ensient;  and  the  only  difference 
is,  that  the  period  of  gestation  occurs  at  the  beginning,  instead 
of  the  end,  of  the  first  legal  estate.'  It  must  have  been  palpa«> 
ble,  that  it  might  possibly  occur  at  both  ends.  Every  reason, 
then,  for  allowing  the  period  of  gestation  in  the  one  case^  seems 
to  apply  with  equal  force  to  the  other,  and  leads  the  mind  to  this 
conclusion,  that  it  ought  to  be  allowed  in  both  cases,  or  in  neither 
case.  But,  natural  justice  having,  in  several  cases,  considered 
children  in  ventre  tnatris  as  living  at  the  death  of  the  fether,  it 
should  seem  that  no  distinction  can  properly  be  made;  but 
that,  in  the  singular  event  of  both  periods  being  required, 
they  should  be  allowed,  as  there  can  be  no  tendency  to  a 
perpetuity/' 

After  the  above  opinion  of  the  Judges  had  been  delivered,  the 
Lord  Chancellor  addressed  the  House  as  follows :  "  The  learned 
Judges  having  given  their  opinion  upon  the  points  of  law  refer- 
red to  them,  there  is  nothing  remaining  for  the  consideration  of 
the  House,  except  one  question,  which  could  not  be  referred  to 
the  Judges.  This  caijise  was  decided  in  the  Court  of  Chancery 
by  Lord  Rosslyn,  with  the  assistance  of  Lord  Alvanley,  Mr. 
Justice  Buller,  and  Mr.  Justice  Lawrence  ;  and  I  believe  that  I 
speak  in  the  hearing  of  those  who  know,  that  the  late  Lord 
KenyOn  could  hardly  be  brought  to  consider  these  questions  as 
fit  to  be  argued,  thinking  it  dangerous  after  what  had  been  settled 
with  respect  to  executory  devises,  to  allow  so  much  consideration 
to  be  given  to  them.  His  opinion  upon  the  subject  was  never 
doubted.  In  the  case  of  Robinson  v.  Hardcastle,  it  is  laid  down 
as  nnqaestionably  competent  to  a  testator  to  give  the  power  of 
appointing  a  Ufe  estate  to  the  survivor  of  a  thousand  persons^  to 
begin  at  the  decease  of  such  survivor.  Your  Lordships^  there- 
fore, have  the  concurrent  testimony  of  all  the  learned  persons  to 
whom  I  have  alluded,  as  well  as  of  the  learned  Judges  whose 
unaoimous  opinion  has  been  d^vered  this  day,  upon  this  great 
case.  Not  great  indeed  on  account  of  the  questions  which  it 
involves,  or  of  any  thing  of  which,  aa  Judges,  we  can  take 
notice,  since  the  decision  must  be  the  tome,  whether  the  property 
in  question  be  one  hundred  pounds,  or  seven  hundred  thousand 
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pounds  per  annum.  If  it  were  allowable  to  entertain  a  wish 
upon  the  subject,  perhaps  we  might  all  concur ;  but  we  are  only 
to  consider,  whether  there  be  any  thing  in  this  will  to  render  it 
illegal.  When  it  was  said  that  an  attempt  to  tie  op  property 
for  nine  lives  was  ill^al,  I  thought  that  such  a  proposition 
could  not  be  supported  ;  for  the  length  of  time  does  not  depend 
upon  the  number,  but  on  the  nature  of  the  lives ;  if  we  are  to 
argue  on  probabilities,  two  lives  may  last  longer  than  nine  or  tea. 
If,  in  the  year  1796,  estates  had  been  devised  to  accumulate 
during  the  lives  of  so  many  of  the  members  of  this  House  as 
have  died  since  that  time,  it  might  have  been  argued,  that  the 
property  was  tied  up  for  twenty  or  thirty  lives :  and  yet  this 
number  of  lives  has  worn  out  in  a  very  short  period.  The  question, 
.therefore,  cannot  turn  upon  the  magnitude  of  the  property,  or  the 
number  of  the  lives.  The  question  is,  whether  there  be  any 
rule  of  law  which  prescribes  a  period  for  which  property  may  be 
unalienable  ?  Now,  the  language  of  all  the  cases  is  this,  that 
property  may  be  so  limited  as  to  make  it  unalienable  during  any 
number  of  lives.  I  know  no  other  rule  but  that.  Such  being 
the  law,  there  is  another  question  arising  upon  this  will,  which 
is  a  pure  question  of  equity,  whether  a  testator  can  direct  the 
rents  and  profits  to  be  accumulated  during  that  period  for  which  be 
may  so  make  the  property  unalienable  ?  That  he  may  do  so,  I  take 
to  be  most,  clear.  In  truth,  I  speak  in  the  hearing  of  those  who 
will  assent  to  me  when  I  say,  that  if  the  testator  had  given  the 
residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  such  person  as  should  be  the 
eldest  male  descendant  of  Peter  Isaac  Thellusson  at  the  death  of 
the  survivor  of  all  the  lives,  without  more,  that  simple  bequest 
would  direct  an  accumulation,  until  it  should  be  seen  what  per- 
son answered  the  description  of  that  male  descendant ;.  and  the 
effect  of  the  common  rules  of  law  would  have  supplied  the  rest 
The  course  of  proceeding  would  have  been,  to  inquire,  whether 
the  executory  devise  of  the  personal  estate  to  such  future  indi- 
vidual were  good  ;  and,  if  it  were  good,  then,  wherever  the  resi- 
due was  given,  the  interests  and  profits  would  go  likewise. 
There  can  be  no  more  objection  to  such  person  taking  the  in- 
terest, than  the  capital  itself.  Suppose  the  nine  persons  during 
whose  lives  this  property  is  tied  up  had .  been  lunatics,  the  in- 
terests and  profits  would  be  accumulated  without  any  direction. 
Nor  does  the  policy  of  the  law,  which  respects  perpetuities, 
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apply  to  the  case  of  accumulation  :  the  rents  and  profits  are  not 
locked  up,  but  are  constantly  invested,  and  the  fund  is  kept  in 
a  course  of  constant  circulation.    If,  then,  the  fruits  of  the  pro- 
perty are  kept  iu  constant  circulation,  while  the  property  is 
limited,  what  objection  can  there  be  to  accumulation  ?    I  remem- 
ber, in  the  case  of  Mrs.  Buckley's  wil],  where  the  testatrix  had 
given  property  to  such  son  of  her  infant  daughter  as  should  first 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one.  Lord  Kenyon,  then  Master  of  the 
Rolb,  directed  the  whole  profits  to  accumulate  during  that  pe- 
riod, taking  the  rule  to  be  quite  clear,  that,  so  long  as  the  pro- 
perty was  unalienable,  he  might  direct  the  rents  and  profits  to 
accumulate.    And  I  speak  with  great  sincerity  when  I  say,  that 
I  never  could  entertain  the  least  doubt  upon  the  subject.    If  we 
lay  aside  all  the  cases  which  have  occurred  since  the  act  of  the  39 
&  40  Oeo.  3.  there  is  nothing  to  impeach  it.    That  act  was  rather  In^i  ^  ^- 
a  matter  of  surprise  upon  me ;  and,  perhaps,  it  is  not  one  of  the 
wisest  legislative  measures :  it  must  be  remembered,  that  it  ex- 
pressly alters  what  it  takes  to  have  been  the  former  law,  and  con-  [Fearn«,  £.  D. 
fines  the  power  of  accumulation  to  twenty-one  years.    But  if  your  ^* 
Lordships  were  to  exercise  the  power  of  accumulation  in  all  the 
cases  allowed  by  the  act,  the  accumulation  would  be  enormous. 
It  did  not  occur  to  those  who  penned  the  act  of  39  8c  40  Oeo.  3. 
that  if  this  very  will  had  been  made  subsequent  to  the  passing 
of  that  act,  the  accumulation  directed  by  the  will  would  have 
gone  on  for  twenty-one  years.    The  Court  of  Chancery  has  de-  Griffiths  •. 
cided,  that  if  a  person  makes  such  a  disposition  of  his  property  g.  ei'."^ 
that  it  may  be  unalienable  for  a  longer  period  than  is  allowed  by 
the  act,  such  disposition  is  only  void  for  so  much  as  exceeds  the 
term  of  twenty-one  years,  leaving  it  good  for  the  rest  of  the 
term.    The  only  points  which  have  ever  appeared  to  me  to  bear 
an  argument,  have  been  those  upon  the  critical  meaning  of  the 
words, '  as  shall  be  living  at  the  time  of  my  decease ;'  and  the 
words,  *  or  born  in  due  time  afterwards ;'  which  follow  the  de- 
scription of  the  persons  during  whose  lives  the  property  is  tied 
up.    If,  from  any  disinclination  to  give  effect  to  the  will,  your 
Lordships  were  to  construe  the  former  words  as  referring  to  the 
last  description  of  persons  only,  that  disinclination  would  be  gra- 
tified at  the  expense  of  overturning  all  the  rules  of  construction 
which  have  been  settled  for  ages ;  and  even  if  your  Lordships 
should  feeHnclined  to  give  any  relief  by  legislative  interference. 
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which  would  be  very  bold,  I  am  quite  sure  that  you  will  not  be 
80  bold  as  to  give  a  wroDg  judgment  in  point  of  law. 

"  With  respect  to  the  other  point,  viz.  '  bom  in  due  time 
afterwards/  I  observe,  that,  according  to  the  printed  report,  one 
of  the  Judges  held,  that  these  words  must  refer  to  a  child  tn 
ventre sa  mere;  and  the  others,  that  they  amounted  to  a  decla- 
ration of  the  testator's  will,  that  the  property  should  be  una- 
lienable and  accumulate  during  the  lives  of  all  the  persons, 
bom  or  unborn,  whom  the  law  authorized  him  to  take  as  lives. 
In  my  opinion,  either  of  these  constructions  may  be  taken  to  be 
the  tme  meaning,  agreeably  to  the  rules  of  law ;  but  I  must  add, 
that,  according  to  the  rules  of  law,  the  House  must  put  such  a 
construction  upon  the  words,  as  will  support  the  testator's  inten- 
tion ;  it  is,  therefore,  quite  beside  the  question,  to  argue  what 
child  should  take,  because  the  testator  is  describing  the  lives  of 
persons,  in  order  to  define  the  period  of  time  during  which  the 
power  of  alienation  is  to  be  suspended,  and  the  accumulation  is 
to  go  on.  But,  if  it  were  necessary,  I  should  have  no  difficulty, 
as  a  lawyer,  in  stating  to  the  House,  that  I  think  the  rule  of 
law  has  been  rightly  laid  down,  that  the  period  of  gestation 
is  to  be  taken  at  the  beginning  and  the  end.  In  Gulliver  v. 
Wickett,  the  devise  was  to  a  child  of  whom  the  mother  was 
ensient,  with  a  proviso,  that  the  property  should  go  over,  if  that 
child  should  die  under  twenty-one  without  issue ;  and  in  the 
construction  of  that  devise,  it  was  laid  down,  that  the  devise 
extended  to  the  child  in  ventre  sa  mere;  and  that,  if  the  child 
to  whom  it  was  given  had  attained  twenty  yeai's  of  age^  and 
married,  and  died  leaving  his  wife  ensient,  it  could  not  be 
said  that  the  property  was  not  vested.  In  the  case  of  Long  «• 
Blackall,  I  thought  it  my  duty,  as  counsel,  to  submit  to  the 
consideration  of  the  Chancellor  such  points  as  occurred  to  me  in 
support  of  the  interest  of  my  client,  and  urged,  that  the  aUow- 
ance  for  the  time  of  gestation  was  made  at  both  ends.  I  thought 
that  the  point  was  not  treated  with  the  respect  that  it  deserved. 
The  Chancellor  sent  the  case  to  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  but 
the  point  was  not  made ;  and  when  I  pressed  the  Chancellor  to 
send  it  there  again,  his  answer  was,  that  he  was  very  much 
ashamed  of  ever  having  sent  it  there,  and  that  he  would  not  send 
it  again.    I  know  that  Lord  Kenyon's  opinion  was  quite  clear 


TUIe  XXXVIII.  Devm.  Ch.  XX.  $.  68.-69.  469 

upon  the  subject,  as  well  as  those  of  Mr.  Justice  Buller,  aod  Mr* 
Justice  Lawrence.  This,  therefore,  is  a  ease,  in  which  the  legal 
doctrioe  is  clear;  and,  whatever  may  be  our  regret  upon  the 
subject,  is  it  not  our  duty  to  determine  according  to  law? 
When  I  put  the  question,  whether  this  decree  shall  be  reversed, 
I  shall  think  myself  bound  to  say,  that  I  think  it  ought  to  be 
affirmed." 

The  decree  was  affirmed. 

69.  fiy  the  statute  39  &  40  Geo.  3.  c.  98.  it  is  enacted, ''  that  HargnTe,  Jar. 
no  person  or  persons  shall,  after  the  passing  of  that  act,  by  any  307^' 
deed  or  deeds,  surrender  or  surrenders,  will,  codicil,  or  otherwise 
howsoever,  settle  or  dispose  of  any  real  or  personal  property  so 
and  in  such  manner  that  the  rents,  issues,  profits,  or  produce 
thereof,  shall  be  wholly  or  partially  accumulated  for  any  longer 
term  tlian  for  the  life  or  lives  of  any  such  grantor  or  grantors, 
settlor  or  settlors,  or  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  from  the 
death  of  any  such  grantor,  settlor,  devisor,  or  testator,  or  during 
the  minority  or  respective  minorities  of  any  person  or  persons 
who  shall  be  living  or  in  ventre  sa  mere  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  such  grantor,  devisor,  or  testator,  or  during  the  minority 
or  respective  minorities  only  of  any  person  or  persons^  who, 
under  the  uses  or  trusts  of  the  deed,  surrender,  will,  or  other 
asBuranees  directing  such  accumulations,  would  for  the  time 
being,  if  of  full  age,  be  entitled  unto  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits, 
or  the  interest,  dividends,  or  annual  produce,  so  directed  to  be 
accumulated.  And  in  every  case  where  any  accumulation  shall 
be  directed  otherwise  than  as  aforesaid,  such  direction  shall  be 
null  and  void ;  and  the  rents,  issues,  profits,  and  produce  of  such 
property  so  directed  to  be  accumulated,  shall,  so  long  as  the 
same  shall  be  directed  to  accumulate  contrary  to  the  provisions 
of  this  act,  go  to  and  be  received  by  such  person  or  persons  as 
would  have  been  entitled  thereto  if  such  accumulation  had  not 
been  directed. 

**  Provided  always,  that  nothing  in  that  act  contained  should  [Bacon  v.  Proc- 
extend  to  any  provision  for  payment  of  debts  of  any  grantor,  r''3\^"™'  ^ 
settlor,  or  devisor,  or  other  person  or  persons,  or  to  any  provi- 
sion for  raising  portions  for  any  child  or  children  of  any  person 
taking  any  interest  under  any  such  conveyance,  settlement,  or 
devise,  or  to  any  direction  touching  the  produce  of  timber  or 
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wood  upon  any  lands  or  tenements ;  but  that  all  such  provisions 
and  directions  shall  and  may  be  made  and  given  as  if  the  aet 
had  not  passed." 

60.  Although  a  trust  of  accumulation  created  by  will,  during 

the  continuance  of  a  life,  is  void  under  this  statute^  yet  such 

trust  will  be  supported  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  during  the 

time  allowed  by  the  act,  namely,  twenty-one  years. 

Griffiths  V.  61.  Charlotte  Matthews  devised  all  her  real  estates  to  trus- 

Vere  9  Yes. 

Jttn.'i27.         tees,  upon  trust  to  sell,  and  gave  all  her  personal  estate  to  the 

said  trustees,  upon  trust,  to  invest  the  monies  to  arise  from  the 
sale  of  her  real  estates,  and  her  personal  estate,  in  the  pubUc 
funds,  upon  trust,  to  pay  the  dividends  to  her  sisters  Elizabeth 
Mary  Griffiths  and  Martha  Vere,  during  their  joint  lives,  in 
equal  proportions;  and  after  the  decease  of  either  of  them, 
the  whole  to  the  survivor  during  her  life.  Provided,  and  she 
declared  her  will,  that  so  much  of  the  said  dividends  as  should 
accrue  due  to  Elizabeth  Mary  Griffiths  during  the  life  of  John 
Griffiths,  her  husband,  should  not  during  that  time  be  paid  to 
her;  but  the  same  should  be,  during  his  life,  invested  by  the 
trustees  in  the  public  funds,  and  that  the  dividends  or  interest 
which  should  accrue  thereon,  should  be  added  to  and  accumu- 
late with  the  capital ;  and  upon  the  decease  of  the  said  John 
Griffiths,  the  said  capital,  with  the  accumulation  thereof,  should 
be  forthwith  paid  to  Elizabeth  Mary  Griffiths. 

Under  a  bill  by  Mrs.  Griffiths  and  her  husband,  the  accounts 
having  been  directed  against  the  trustees,  who  were  also  execu- 
tors, a  petition  was  presented  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Griffiths,  praying 
a  declaration,  that  the  proviso  directing  accumulation,  was  con- 
trary to  the  statute  39  &  40  Geo.  3.  c.  98.,  and  therefcNre  null  and 
void ;  and  that  the  petitioners  were  entitled  to  have  full  benefit 
of  the  will,  as  if  such  clause  had  not  been  inserted. 

A  petition  for  the  same  purpose  had  been  presented  to  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  and  dismissed. 

In  support  of  the  petition,  it  was  argued,  that  the  meaning  of 
the  act  was,  that  the  whole  attempt  against  which  it  vras  di- 
rected, should  be  void :  it  could  not,  therefore,  be  good  for  a 
given  time,  the  legislature  having  intimated  nothing  to  that 
effect.  A  direction  to  accumulate  for  a  life,  was  a  direction  to 
accumulate  for  more  than  twenty-one  years,  a  life  estate  being 
larger  than  an  estate  for  years.    The  value  of  the  life  was  of  no 
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importance,  and  the  Court  would  not  inquire  into  that.  This 
act  was  to  be  construed  by  analogy  to  the  law  of  executory  de- 
vises, which  were  allowed  only  within  certain  limits.  As  the 
accumulation  might,  by  possibility,  last  longer  than  twenty-one 
years,  the  disposition  was  void,  as  a  limitation  over  of  personal 
property,  after  a  disposition  to  a  man  and  the  heirs  of  his  body, 
was  void ;  without  regard  to  the  possible  event,  that  they  might 
be  extinct  within  the  period  allowed  bylaw.  If  the  accumulation 
should,  under  the  direction  in  the  will,  continue  beyond  the 
twenty-one  years,  what  was  to  become  of  that  which  was  accu- 
mulated after  that  period,  and  of  the  interest  of  the  previous 
accumulation  ? 

Against  the  petition,  it  was  contended,  that  this  case  arose 
upon  a  statute  restraining  the  legal  right  to  dispose  of  property. 
Upon  the  construction  of  the  act,  it  clearly  was  not  intended  to 
prevent  accumulation  in  any  case,  after  the  death  of  the  party, 
to  the  period  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  though  an  attempt  was 
made  to  go  beyond  that,  the  purpose  should  be  good  to  that 
extent,  in  whatever  form  it  was  directed;  for  no  precise  form 
of  directing  accumulation  was  prescribed,  nor  could  that  be 
intended ;  but  it  was  sufficient,  whatever  the  form,  that  it  was 
not  to  exceed  the  period  of  twenty-one  years.    The  direction 
that,  so  far  as  accumulation,  was  directed  contrary  to  the  act, 
it  should  be  void,  applied  only  to  the  excess.    There  would  be 
certainly  some  difficulty,  in  the  event  of  the  parties  living  be- 
yond the  period  of  twenty-one  years,  to  determine  what  should 
become  of  the  excess.     But,  if  Mrs.  Griffiths  survived  that 
period,  she  would  be  entitled  to  the  accumulation,  provided  she 
survived  her  husband,  to  whose  death  it  was  confined ;  and  it 
was  possible  that  he  might  live  only  two  or  three  years. 

Lord  Eldon  said,  the  question  turned  on  the  will  and  the  act 
of  parliament.  He  understood  a  petition  to  the  same  effect  was 
presented  to  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  insisting  that,  by  the  will, 
accumulation  was  prescribed  beyond  what  was  allowed  by  the 
act,  and  therefore  the  direction  was  wholly  void;  and  that  then 
Mrs.  Griffiths'  husband  was,  within  the  terms  of  the  act,  entitled 
to  the  rents  and  profits,  as  if  no  such  clause  for  accumulation 
was  in  the  will.  And  the  Master  of  the  Rolk  was  of  opinion, 
that,  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  act,  the  accumulation 
directed  during  the  life  of  the  husband,  if  not  in  fact  going 
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beyond  twenty-one  years,  was  good ;  and  if  it  did  in  fact  con- 
tinue beyond  that  period,  yet,  upon  the  true  construction  of 
the  act,  the  direction  was  good  pro  tanto;  'and  during  the 
period  of  twenty-one  years,  the  rents  and  profits  were  well 
directed  to  accumulate,  leaving  it  to  the  law  to  determine  what 
was  to  become  of  the  rents  and  prbfits  to  accrue  between  the 
end  of  the  twenty-one  years,  and  the  expiration  of  tbe  life; 
and,  of  course,  to  determine  also  what  was  to  become  of  the 
interest  of  the  fund  created  by  the  accumulation  permitted  for 
the  period  of  twenty-one  years. 

The  sort  of  case  now  before  him  was  not,  he  believed,  much  in 
the  contemplation  of  the  legislature.     It  was  material  to  attend 
to  every  word  of  the  act,  for  the  language  was  not  very  similar  to 
any  other  act  with  either  enabling  or  restraining  clauses*    The 
phrase^  **  partial  accumulation,"  was  rather  expressive  of  the 
effect  than  of  direction ;  but,  considering  the  subsequent  part, 
it  must  be  construed  what  should  be  directed  to  be  accumulated. 
If  the  aet  stopped  at  the  declaration  that  it  should  be  null  and 
void,  the  estate  in  the  mean  time  would  be  considered  as  not 
given,  unless  falling  into  the  residuary  devise;  and  therefore 
the  rents  and  profits  undisposed  of  must  have  gone  to  the  heir. 
But  the  question  was,  whether  the  following  words  were  not  so 
explanatory  of  the  former,  as  to  show  in  what  sense  the  legis- 
lature used  the  words  declaring  that  it  should  be  null  and  void ; 
and  whether,  taking  the  whole  clause  together,  it  was  not 
meant  only  as  far  as  by  the  subsequent  words  it  was  directed  to 
be  so  considered  ?  Tbe  words  **  so  long"  admitted  two  construc- 
tions ;  one,  so  long  as  the  same,  by  tbe  efiect  of  the  direction  in 
the  will,  should  be  capable  of  being  accumulated  beyond  twenty-^ 
one  years  from  tbe  death-;  the  other,  so  long  as. the  same  should 
be  directed  to  be  accumulated  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the 
act :  the  accumulation  being  understood  to  be  contrary  to  the 
act,  if  directed  by  the  will  for  more  than  twenty-one  years.    It 
wira  obvious  that  many  cases  upon  the  old  law  of  executory 
devise  and  accumulation  were  not  in  any  manner  provided  for 
by  this  act :  he  doubted  whether  the  present  case  was  thought 
of;  for,  by  this  will,  the  estate  was  given,  not  1^  execvtory 
devise,  but  by  creating  a  trust  to  pay  the  annual  pvofits,  and 
then  followed  the  direction  for  accumulation.     If  that  direction 
was  struck    out,  it  was   contended  that  the  effect  was  not 


Title  XXXVIIL  Devise.  Ch.  XX.  s.  61—63.  468 

as  in  other  cases,  that  those  profits  would  }je  undisposed  of,  but 
that  it  mast  be  considered  a  gift  in  prtesenii:  and  that  the 
clause  for  accumulation  did  not  prejudice  their  immediately 
entering  into  the  enjoyment.  If  it  was  necessary  to  decide  that 
quef  tion,  a  good  deal  was  to  be  said  upon  it ;  and  it  was  not 
cleatr  upon  this  will  that  it  could  necessarily  be  made  out  that 
there  was  a  gift  in  prasenti,  if  this  direction  was  struck  out  of 
the  willy  for  the  whole  must  be  taken  together.  But,  supposing 
it  not  struck  out,  was  the  direction  void  altogether,  because 
it  was  not  a  direction  for  accumulation  during  twenty-one  years 
or  less,  but  which  might  happen  to  operate  during  a  period  that 
might  last  longer,  admitting  also  that  it  might  operate  as  a 
direction  for  less  in  effect?  The  point  was  doubtful ;  but,  upon  Longdon  v. 
the  whole,  that  construction  which  had  been  put  upon  the  act  ^^^°>^^^^ 
was  the  right  one ;  and  he  was  the  rather  led  to  that,  by  the 
concurrence  of  opinion  among  those  to  whose  assistance  he  had 
resorted  upon  the  first  construction  of  an  act  of  so  much  im- 
portance, who  all  agreed,  that  this  was  the  proper  construction. 
Under  these  circumstances,  findino:  the  Master  of  the  Rolls'  Feame's  Cont. 

®  .  Rem.  536. 

opinion  to  be  such  as  he  had  stated,  and  that  it  had  the  con-  sth  edit. 

currence  of  those  whom  he  had  consulted,  it  would  be  enough 

for  him,  if  it  was  only  the  inclination  of  his  opinion,  to  say  this  [Haley  v.  Ban- 

.        .   v^  ,        ,.  nister,  4  Mad. 

was  the  right  construction.  275.} 

The  petition  was  dismissed. 

62.  It  has  been  determined  by  Sir  W.  Grant,  that  a  trust  of  a 
tern,  during  the  minorities  of  tenants  fer  life,  or  in  tail,  to  re- 
ceive and  lay  out  the  rents  in  stock,  to  accumulate  for  the  benefit 
of  the  persons  who  should,  upon  the  expiration  of  such  minorities 
or  death  of  the  minors,  become  entitled  to  the  rents,  and  of  the 
age  of  twenty-one,  was  too  remote ;  and  being  Toid  in  its  crea- 
tion, was  incapable  of  modification,  so  as  to  establish  it  to  the 
extent  to  which  it  might  have  been  originally  carried. 

63.  The  trust  of  a  term  of  1000  years  created  by  a  settlement  Southampton  v. 

-     -        ,  ,  r-,,  1     •         *  ...         J,  Hertford,  2  Vei. 

was  declarea  to  be, — ^That  during  the  mmonty  or  mmonties  of  &  Bea.  54. 
the  persons  wha  for  the  time  being  should,  under  the  limitations 
in  the  settlement,  be  immediate  tenants  for  Ufo,  in  tail  male,  or  Manhail  v, 
in  tail,  in  possession,  or  actually  entitled  to  the  rents ;  the  trus-  2  s^!^. 
tees  skonld  lay  out  the  rents^  after  payment  of  certain  incum*- 
brances,  in  the  public  funds,  to  accumulate,  and  to  stand  po»- 
aessed  of  such  funds  and  the  accumulation  of  the  dividends  in 
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trust  for  such  person  or  persons  as  should,  immediately  upon 
the  expiration  of  such  minority  or  minorities  or  deaths  of  such 
minors,  be  tenants  in  possession,  or  entitled  to  the  rents,  and  be 
of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years. 

The  bill  contended,  that  the  direction  for  the  accumulation  of 
the  rents  and  profits  during  minority,  until  there  should  be  a 
tenant  in  possession  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  was  illegal 
and  void ;  and  that  therefore  the  plaintiff,  as  tenant  in  tail,  was 
entitled  to  all  the  estates,  and  to  all  the  rents  which  should  re- 
main after  discharging  the  incumbrances.  It  was  argued  for  the 
plaintiff,  that  the  question  was,  whether  the  direction  to  accu- 
mulate the  rents  during  the  successive  minorities  of  tenants  for 
life^  or  in  tail,  until  there  should  be  some  tenant  in  tail  adult  to 
whom  the  whole  accumulation  was  to  be  paid,  was  not  too  re- 
mote ;  as  it  might  possibly  endure  much  longer  than  the  allowed 
limits.  It  might  happen,  though  not  probable,  that  this  aocu* 
mulation  would  go  beyond  a  century ;  if,  for  instance,  the  then 
tenant  for  life,  who  was  a  minor,  should  marry  and  die  under 
Ante  s.  61.       ^S^'  leaving  a  minor,  who  might  do  the  same.     In  Griffiths  v. 

Vere,  Lord  Eldon  laid  it  down  as  well  settled,  that  the  possi- 
bility that  an  executory  devise  might  fall  within  the  legal  limits, 
would  not  support  it.  This  trust  of  accumulation,  therefore,  not 
Ante,  s.  59.       being  within  the  act  39  &  40  Greo.  3.,  must  fall. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  said,  that  the  direction  for  accumu- 
lation did  not  necessarily  include  a  longer  period  than  the  law 
allowed ;  and  might  fall  within  those  limits.  It  was  not  a  plain 
Ante,  c.  9.        direct  transgression  of  the  law ;  as  the  limitation  in  Lade  v.  Hol- 

ford,  looking  to  a  period  of  twenty-six  yeiars.  That  accumulatioQ 
might  proceed  as  long  as  the  estate  might  be  made  unalienable. 
Ante,  8. 58.  was  admitted  in  the  case  on  Mr.  Thellusson's  will.  All  the  con- 
sequences represented  as  flowing  from  this  accumulation  might 
happen  upon  any  limitations  in  tail ;  a  series  of  successive  mino- 
rities preventing  alienation.  If  however  this  trust  went  too  far, 
it  was  void  only  for  the  excess,  if  capable  of  being  clearly  distin- 
guished. It  was  valid,  therefore,  at  least  until  a  tenant  in  tail 
attained  the  age  of  twenty-one. 

Sir  W.  Grant  said,  it  was  admitted  on  all  sides  in  the  case 
upon  Mr.  Thellusson's  will,  that  a  trust  of  accumulation  could 
not  exceed  the  limits  of  executory  devise.  It  was  on  one  side 
strenuously  contended  that  it  could  not  go  so  far;  but  it  was 
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decided,  that  so  long  as  an  estate  may  be  kept  from  Testing,  so 
long  accumulation  may  be  directed.  An  estate  may  be  kept 
from  vesting  until  an  unborn  child  of  a  person  in  being  attains 
the  age  of  twenty-one :  but  an  estate  could  not  be  limited  so  as 
to  vest  only  in  the  first  descendant  of  a  person  in  being  who 
might  attain  twenty-one ;  as  that  descendant  might  be  a  child 
of  an  unborn  child,  or  a  person  more  remote ;  and  the  period 
therefore  much  beyond  the  allowed  limits.  That  was  the  direc- 
tion as  to  the  continuance  of  this  accumulation,  and  the  conse- 
quent suspension  of  vesting  of  the  accumulated  fund ;  as  if  there 
should  be  a  succession  of  tenants  for  life,  dying  under  twenty- 
one,  the  accumulation  would  be  to  continue,  and  the  accumulated 
fund  to  vest  only  iil  a  person  attaining  that  age,  however  remote 
the  period.  To  that  extent  it  was  impossible  to  support  it; 
whether  it  could  be  supported  to  any  extent  he  should  not  dete- 
mine  till  he  saw  the  case  of  Phipps  v.  Kelynge  in  the  Register's 
book. 

A  few  days  after,  his  Honour  said  he  had  examined  that  case, 
and  found  it  was  in  substance  as  stated  in  the  note  to  Fearne's 
Executory  Devises :  but  he  did  not  think  it  would  be  found  to  ^^I^^'^'k 
be  an  authority  for  the  proposition,  that  a  trust  for  accumulation, 
exceeding  the  allowed  limits,  was  void  only  for  the  excess.  His 
opinion  therefore  was,  that  this  trust  was  altogether  void,  except 
so  far  as  it  was  a  trust  for  payment  of  debts. 
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Sect. 
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1.  Upon  the  party  whose  estate  is  merged         •  .103 

2.  Upon  persons  having  interests  derived  thereout ;  and  herein  of 
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V,  Extinguishment. 

Its  nature  and  effects ;  and  herein  qfthe  extinguishment  of  charges.    126 


Section  I. 

I.  Merger  is  the  annihilation  by  act  of  law,  of  the  less,  in  the  Defined, 
greater  of  two  vested  (a)  estates,  meeting  without  any  inter- 
vening estate,  in  the  same  person,  in  the  same  right;  or  if  in 
different  rights,  meeting  in  the  same  person  by  act  of  the  party, 
and  not  by  mere  act  of  law,  and  so  that  the  person  in  whom  the 
estates  thus  meet  in  different  rights  by  act  of  the  party,  shall 
have  an  absolute  power  of  alienation  over  both  estates. 

2.  Thus,  for  example,  where  A.  tenant  for  life,  with  reversion 
to  B.  in  fee,  surrenders  his  life  estate  to  B.,  or  B.  releases 
to  A.  in  fee  :  by  this  union  A.'s  life  estate  is  absorbed  in  the  in- 
heritance; and  the  consequence  is,  the  acceleration  of  the  estate 
in  reversion ;  which  is  not  enlarged  by  the  union  of  A.'s  life 

estate,  but  is  brought  into  possession.     Merger  takes  place  as  Dover,  wntiot, 
well  in  copyholds  as  in  lands  of  other  tenures. 

3.  Merger  is  distinguishable  from  5fiJpe/75ion;  the  latter  being  Distinct  from 
the  partial  absorption  occasioned  by  the  temporary  union  of  two 

estates  or  interests;  as  where  the  lord,  tenant  for  life  of  a  manor, 
purchases  the  fee  of  a  customary  freehold  tenement  held  of  the  Bingham  v. 

...  Woodgate, 

same  manor,  the  seignory  is  suspended  during  the  life  of  the  iRus.  j^Myl. 
lord:  had  the  tenement  been  pure  copyhold,  instead  of  custo-  p.ise^s.  16.  ' 
mary  freehold,  the  copyhold  would  have  been  extinguished,  (b)     ib. 

4.  Extinguishment  also  differs  from  merger,  and  more  espe-  ^'?"J  Extin- 
cially  denotes  the  annihilation  of  a  collateral  subject,  right  or 
interest  in  the  estate  out  of  which  it  is  derived ;  as  where  the 

(a)  The  estates  must  be  vested,  because  a  vested  estate  cannot  merge  in  one  that  is 
contiogent,  for  until  the  contingency  happens,  it  has  no  existence.  3  Prest.  Conv.  161. 
Ed.  3. 

(b)  See  also  St.  Paul  v.  Lord  Dudley  &  Ward,  15  Ves.  167.  Roe  v.  Briggs,  16 
East.  415.    1  Walk.  Cop,  [362].    King  o.  Moody.  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  579. 

H   H  2 
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Sup.Titi.c.6.  tenant  in  fee  of  a  copyhold  tenement  purchases  the  senrices  or 

seignory  of  his  particular  tenement,  the  services  will  be  extin- 
guished; so  where  a  rent-charge  in  fee  devolves  upon  the  tenant 
in  fee  of  the  inheritance  upon  which  it  is  charged,  the  rent  is 
BunUr ».  extinguished.  So  again  where  the  tenant  for  life,  in  tail,  or  in 
129.  Roe  V.  fee  of  the  manor,  purchases  and  takes  a  surrender  of  the  inhen- 
708?  710.  '  *  ^^^^  ^f  &  copyhold  tenement  held  of  the  same  manor,  the 
n'^i^Lw^'  copyhold  tenure  is  extinguished.  So  likewise  where  an  mi- 
King V.Moody,  teresse  ienmni  is  released  to  him  in  reversion,  the  former  is  extin- 

"*'''  guished.(fl) 

And  from  im-  6.  Implied  surrender  is  also  to  be  distinguished  from  merger, 
p       or     er.  ^j^^^^  lessee  for  twenty  years  takes  a  new  lease  of  the  same 

premises  for  thirty  years,  at  an  increased  rent,  to  commence  t»- 
stanter;  this  is  an  implied  surrender  of  the  lease  for  twenty 
years :  it  does  not  merge  in  the  term  of  thirty  years,  but  the 
law  holds  the  acceptance  of  the  latter  to  be  an  implied  surrender 
of  the  former,  from  the  inconsistency  of  the  two  contracts ;  the 
occupation  under  the  one,  being  incompatible  with  the  terms  of 
the  other ;  and  the  result  is  the  same,  although  the  second  lease 
is  for  a  less  term  than  the  first :  as  where  lessee  for  life  or  for 
Touch.  Ch.Sur-  twenty  years  accepts  another  lease  for  two  years,  or  where  the 
reader  p.  [301].  gecond  lease  is  voidable  on  condition. 

Merger,  some-  6.  Merger  is  generally  absolute,  but  sometimes  conditional : 
•ometimM  era  ^^  against  One  person  an  estate  may  be  merged,  while  against 
ditional.  another  it  may  have  continuance  of  interest,  as  will  appear  in  a 

subsequent  page,  (b) 
Sometimes  has        7.  So  it  has  sometimes  a  partial  operation,  or  rather  operates 
a  partia  opera-    ^p^j^  ^  moiety,  or  Other  undivided  portion  of  the  estate ;  as 

where  a  term  is  assigned  to  one  of  several  joint  tenants  of  the 
inheritance ;  there  will  in  such  case  be  a  merger  of  the  term  in 
Bovy's  Case,  an  aliquot  part,  in  respect  of  which  a  severance  takes  place. 
1  Vent.  193.  g^  where  the  inheritance  is  conveyed  to,  or  descends  upon,  one  of 
Infra,  ss.  114.  several  joint  tenants  of  a  term,  or  where  the  inheritance  de- 
lls. 116.         scends,  or  is  conveyed  to  one  of  several  joint  tenants  for  life,  (c) 

8.  A  more  detailed  analysis  of  the  definition  of  merger 
before  given,  with  its  qualifications,  will  lead,^rj^  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  requisites  to  the  operation  of  merger;  secondly t 

(a)  Salmon  o.  Swann,  Cro.  Jac.  619. 

(b)  Perk.  s.  624.    Com.  Dig.  Surr.    Co.  LiU  333.    Infra,  ss.  25.  20. 

(c)  Taylor  v.  Sayer,  Cro.  Eliz.  742.  Wiscot's  case,  2  Rep.  60. 


Titk  XXXIX.   Merger,  s.  8—12.  469 

of  those  cases  where  union  of  two  or  more  estates  is  not  produc- 
tive of  merger ;  and  thirdly  of  the  consequences  resulting  from 
merger;  and  herein  of  its  effects, — 1.  Upon  the  party  whose 
estate  is  merged, — 2.  Upon  persons  having  interests  derived  out 
of  that  estate, — and  3.  Upon  the  estate  in  which  the  merged 
estate  is  absorbed. 

9.  II.  The  first  requisite  which  must  concur  in  that  union  li.  Therequi- 
of  two  or  more  estates  from  which  merger  will  result,  is  the  to  pnxiuce 
following,  that  the  two  estates  must  meet  in  the  same  per-  J^^Stes  must 
son,  in  the  same  part  of  the  land,  without  any  intervening  vest-  meetinthe«ame 
ed  estate,  and  without  any  intervening  contingent  remainder  ^  ^2.  infra. 
created  by  the  same  instrument  by  which  the  other  estates  are 

created. 

10.  For  example,  where  A.  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to 

B.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  C.  in  fee,  purchases  and  takes  a  Duncomb  «. 
conveyance  of  C.'s  remainder  in  fee  to  himself,  A.'s  life  estate  Lev!^^.' 
is  not  merged  on  account  of  the  intervening  estate  of  B.  f  aSc*2Sr' 

11.  Again,  where  an  estate  is  limited  by  the  same  instrument 
to  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  unborn  sons  in  tail 
male,  remainder  to  A.  in  fee,  the  union  of  the  life-estate  of  A. 

with  the  remainder  in  fee  will  not  be  absolute,  so  as  to  destroy  the  Wiicot's  caie. 
contingent  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons,  as  will  be 
noticed  in  a  future  page,  until  this  protection  is  taken  away  by  »•  ^'  9^* 
A.'s  doing  some  act  by  which  he  confounds  his  life  estate  with 
the  remainder. 

12.  But  to  illustrate  further  the  requisite  now  under  conside- 
ration. A.,  lessee  for  twenty  years,  with  remainder  to  B.  for 
thirty  years,  purchases  and  takes  a  conveyance  to  himself  of  the 
reversion  in  fee ;  his  term  of  twenty  years  is  not  merged,  on  ac- 
count of  the  intervening  term  of  B.  (a)  But  the  case  is  different 
where  the  owner  of  the  particular  estate  creates  a  lease,  and 

then  surrenders  his  estate  to  the  reversioner.  (6)    The  privity  re-  Co.  Lit  186,  a. 
mains,  notwithstanding,  between  the  particular  estate  and  the 
remainder  or  reversion  ;  for  the  lease  is  a  portion  of  the  particu- 
lar estate.    If,  therefore,  A.  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  C. 
in  fee,  grants  a  lease  to  B.  for  years,  and  afterwards  surrenders 

(a)  Brook,  Ezting.  64.  WhitchQich  v.  Whitchurch,  2  P.  WiU.  236.  Soott  v.  Fen- 
houllet,  I  Bro.  C.  C.  69.  16.  Vin.  Ab.  362.  Colebnrn  v.  Mixtone,  1  Leon.  129.  as  cor- 
rected io  Doe  V.  Walker,  6  B.  &  Cr.  111.  123. 

(6)  See  Burton  v.  Barclay,  7  Biug.  746. 
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hiB  life  estate  to  C,  his  life  estate  merges^  although  the  under- 
Oodbold  r.         IcBse  Continues,  (a) 

1^406.'  '*^'  ^B*'"*  '^  ^^  estate  be  devised  to  the  heir  for  life,  the  de- 

Vid.  infr.  s.  76.  scent  of  the  immediate  reversion  to  him  will  merge  his  life  estate. 
2.  Requisite.  ]4.  (2.)  Another  requisite  is  that  merger  must  take  place  be- 

Mergcrmustbe  ^  ^  ,  ^         , 

between ei(a(e<.   tween  One  or  more  estates.    An  estate  for  life  cannot  merge  m  a 

right  to  the  reversion ;  as  where  tenant  in  tail  discontinued  and 
granted  an  estate  for  life,  and  died  without  isssne  in  the  lifetime 
of  tenant  for  life,  who  afterwards  surrendered  to  the  person 
having  the  right  to  the  remainder  expectant  on  the  estate  tail 
which  was  discontinued ;  no  merger  took  place  upon  the  suf^ 
render,  but  the  estate  for  life  and  the  new  reversion  (created  by 
wrong  by  means  of  the  discontinuance)  continued ;  there  was  no 
remitter,  and  consequently  no  estate  in  which  the  life  estate 
could  merge,  (b) 

Soitmustbean       15.  So  neither  will  a  mere  right,  such  as  an  intertsse  termm 

tate.Tod"nota    intervening,  prevent  the  merger  of  the  two  estates :  as  where  A. 

right,  to  prevent  orranted  a  lease  to  B.  for  ten  years,  to  commence  immediately, 

the  anion  of  two   ^  •'  ^ 

eautes.   An      and  afterwards  leased  the  same  land  to  C.  for  a  term  of  ten 

int€res$e  termini  .  .  -^m.   .       ,  /•  u       •  t      a.  j 

will  neither  years,  to  Commence  at  Michaelmas  following ;  and  afterwards 
merge,  nor  pre-  g^  before  Michaelmas  purchased,  and  took  a  conveyance  to  him- 

vent  merger.  r  »  j 

yid.sup.Voi.i.  self  of  the  reversion  in  fee.  It  was  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
et  leq. '  ^  C.  6.  in  an  anonymous  case  in  Dyer,  that  C.  might  enter  after 
112.  a.  Michaelmas,  and  enjoy  his  term  ;  consequently  the  term  of  B. 

was  merged,  notwithstanding  the  interesse  termitn. 
5  Bar.  &.  Cres.       16.  Again,  in  the  recent  case  of  Doe  v.  Walker,  A.  granted  a 
^^^*  lease  to  B.  for  twenty-one  years,  to  expire  at  Michaelmas  1809: 

in  December  1799  he  granted  a  further  lease  to  B.  for  sixty 
years,  to  commence  from  Michaelmas  1809:  A.  died  in  1800, 
and  devised  the  reveniion  to  B.  for  life,  who,  in  1806,  before  the 
period  for  the  commencement  of  the  lease  of  sixty  years,  con- 
veyed his  life  estate  to  C.  Bayley,  J.  held  that  the  interesse  ter* 
ndni  was  not  extinguished  in  B.'s  life  estate ;  observing,  that  B. 
had  nothing  but  his  life  estate  until  1809,  and  nothing  but  the 
sixty  years'  lease  after  that  period  ;  meaning  of  course,  by  that 
expression,  that  the  lease  of  twenty-one  years  was  merged  in  the 
life  estate. 

(a)  Webb  o.  Ruisell,  3  T.  R.  393.  Infr.  s.  110.  Sec  also  Ld.  T.  v.  Baitoo. 
Moor,  94.    Thorn  o.  Woolooinbe,  3  B.  &  Adol.  586. 

(6)  Panliog  V.  Hardy,  Skin.  3.  62.  B.55.  3  Pres.  Conv.  56.  £d.  3.  2  Roll.  497. 
])l.  16.   Garraway  s  case,  cited.  Hard.  417.    Stephens  v.  Britridge,  1  Lev.  36. 
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17.  The  preceding  case  is  also  an  authority  that  an  inieresse 
termini  to  commence  in  fuiuro,  and  which,  consequently,  does 
not  give  an  immediate  right  to  the  possession  by  becoming  a 
term  in  fact,  is  not  extinguished  by  the  accession  of  the  free- 
hold devised  to  the  person  having  that  irUeresse  termini,  so  long 
as  the  estate  gives  only  a  future  right  to  the  possession. 

18.  But  although  an  inieresse  termini  will  not,  properly  speak-  Bat  may  be  re- 
ing,  merge,  it  may,  nevertheless,  be  extinguished  by  release.         ^^^^' 

19.  Thus  where  A.  granted  a  lease  to  B.  for  one  hundred 
years,  to  commence  on  the  death  of  C,  and  during  C.'s  life,  B.  Salmon  v. 
assigned  all  his  interest  in  the  term  of  one  hundred  years  to  A.,  jac.  619.  ^^' 
the  interesse  termini  was  extinguished. 

20.  (3.)  But  the  estates  must  not  only  meet  in  the  same  per-  3.  Requisite. 
son  without  any  vested  intervening  estate ;  but  must,  as  a  third  i^^Tn^e^ 
requisite,  be  in  the  same  part  of  the  land.  wme  pMtofthe 

21.  Thus  where  A.  is  tenant  for  life,  with  reversion  to  B.  in 
fee  of  one  moiety,  and  tenant  in  tail  in  possession  of  the  other 
moiety,  no  merger  of  A.'s  estate  for  life  takes  place ;  for  the  two  See  Oakley  v. 
estates  are  as  distinct,  as  if  he  were  tenant  for  life  of  Black  Acre,  3^*.^chu^h't>. 
and  tenant  in  tail  of  White  Acre.     But  if  B.  were  to  release  the  Edwards,  2 Bro. 

C.  C.  ISO. 

reversion  in  fee  of  his  moiety  to  A.,  then  a  merger  of  A.'s  life  es- 
tate, by  its  union  with  the  reversion  in  the  same  moiety,  will  take 
place. 

22.  Again  where  A.  and  B.  are  tenants  in  common  in  fee, 
each  has  an  undivided  moiety  ;  A.  conveys  his  moiety  to  C.  for 
life,  and  B.  dies,  and  his  moiety  descends  to  C;  C.'s  estates 
will  not  merge,  they  are  in  distinct  parts  of  the  land  ;  he  has  a 
life  estate  in  one  moiety,  the  fee  in  another. 

23.  So  where  A.  and  B.  are  tenants  in  common,  or  joint  te- 
nants for  life,  with  remainder  to  C.  in  fee,  and  A.  conveys  his 
estate  for  life  to  C. ;  a  merger  takes  place  only  of  A.'s  moiety  ; 
and  B.  and  C.  will  then  be  tenants  in  common  of  the  freehold, 
C.  having  the  inheritance  in  fee  of  one  moiety  in  possession, 
and  of  the  other  moiety  in  remainder,  expectant  upon  B.'s  life 
estate. 

24.  Where  a  tenant  for  life  accepts  a  grant  to  him  and  another  i  Inst.  182.  b. 
jointly  in  fee,  there  will  be  a  merger  for  one  moiety,  and  a  sever- 
ance of  the  joint  tenancy  :  and  so  also  where  tenant  for  life  con-  2  Hep.  60. 

Draoke  Ah 

veys  his  life  estate  to  one  of  two  joint  tenants  of  the  reversion  in  surren.  pl/il. 
fee;  there  will  be  a  merger  of  a  moiety  only,  and  a  severance  of 
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the  joint  tenancy.  So  c^ain,  where  the  revereioo  descends  to 
one  of  two  joint  tenants  for  life,  or  one  of  two  joint  tenants  for 
life  purchases,  and  takes  a  conveyance  to  himself  of  the  rever- 
sion,  the  jointure  is  severed ,  and  merger  of  the  life  estate,  as  to 
one  moiety,  takes  place.  The  law  is  the  same  where  a  term  of 
years  is  assigned  to  one  of  two  or  more  joint  tenants  of  the  inhe- 
ritance ;  in  which  case  an  aliquot  part  only,  and  not  the  entirety 
of  the  term  will  merge,  as  noticed  in  a  former  page,  and  for 
Vent.  193.  See  which  Sir  Ralph  Bovy's  case  is  an  authority.  For  although 
CoDT.  478.       joint  tenants  are  seized  per  tout  as  well  as  per  mie,  yet  for  the 

purposes  of  merger,  they  are  considered  generally  as  having  only 
aliquot  proportions;  and  this  peculiarity  of  their  tenancy,  that 
they  hold  per  tout,  would  apply  as  forcibly  in  favour  of  a  merger 
of  the  entirety,  in  the  case  above  supposed  of  a  grant  from  the 
lb.  88-9.  tenant  for  life,  to  one  of  two  joint  tenants  of  the  reversion  in  fee, 

as  in  that  of  a  term  for  years. 
Where  an  io-        26.  It  was  before  shown  that  an  intervening  vested  estate 
tiDgent°remaixi-  would  prevent  the  union,  and,  consequent  merger,  of  estates 

der  will  prevent  ^jji^h  it  keeps  distinct :  but  if  the  intervenine  estate  be  in  con- 
absolute  merger.  •  '  ^  ^ 

tingency,  it  will  not  prevent  the  union  and  consequent  merger  of 
the  other  estates :  although  this  union,  in  some  instances,  will 
not  produce  an  absolute  but  only  a  temporary  or  conditional 
merger ;  so  that  the  estates  will  open  again  to  let  in  the  con- 
tingent estate,  when  the  event  happens  upon  which  it  is  to 
arise. 

Where  the  es-        26.  Thus  where  an  estate  is  limited  by  the  same  deed  to  A. 

^e  lame  deedf   ^^^  ^^^f  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  unborn  sons  in  tail  male. 

Lewii  Bowies'i   remainder  to  A.  in  fee ;  the  remainder  to  A.  in  fee  is  executed 

TsT'         ^'     sub  modo;  so  as  to  let  in  the  contingent  remainders  to  A.*s  first 

Vide  infr.8.30.  and  Other  sons,  as  they  come  tn  esse. 

5muj  where  27.  But  the  union  will  be  absolute  which  is  produced  by  a 

bj'dia&ct  act    distinct  transaction,  or  act  of  law,  so  as  to  produce  the  merger  of 

of  law  or  of  the 


party. 
SeeH 


the  particular  estate ;  as  when  A.  in  the  case  supposed  in  the 


Hasker  v.     last  section,  before  a  son  born,  does  some  act  by  which  he  conso- 

SuttOD,  1  Bing.   ,.  ,  ,  ,      -  .        t  •     fi.  « 

500.  Doe  V.      lidates  the  two  estates,  namely,  by  conveymg  his  life  estate  and 
&°Cr.  191?        remainder  in  fee  to  B.  in  fee ;  the  particular  estate  is  destroyed, 

and,  with  it,  the  contingent  remainders  to  A.'s  first  and  other  sons 

which  depended  upon  it. 
Re  Harrison.  28.  Again  where  an  estate  is  limited  to  A.  and  B.  and  the 

3Anst.836.         ,    .         ^   ,  ,    ,  .... 

heirs  of  the  survivor,  and  they  concur  in  conveying  their  estate 
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to  the  reverBioner  in  fee,  the  contingent  remainder  is  destroyed  by  Butler's  note, 

the  merger  of  the  particular  estate  by  which  it  was  supported,  in  191.  a.' 
the  reversion. 

29.  But  where  the  descent  of  the  reversion  is  immediate  upon  Pluoketo. 
the  owner  of  the  particular  estate  which  supports  the  contingent  n.T.lUym.28'. 
remainder,  as  the  heir  of  the  person  by  whose  will  the  particular  ^^^^^^^^.^Jy" 
estate  and  remainder  are  created,  it  should  seem  that  the  merger  150.  Feame 

C  R.  341 

will  not  destroy  the  contingent  remainder ;  inasmuch  as  the  ed.  1824. ' 
descent  takes  place  at  the  very  instant  the  will  comes  into 
operation*    But  where  the  descent  of  the  reversion  is  not  imme-  Infra,  a.  76. 
diate  from  the  testator,  as  where  the  reversion  descends  to  the  Hooker  «• 
owner  of  the  particular  estate  from  some  other  person  than  the  13.  cramp  0.  ' 
testator,  there  the  merger  will  take  place.    So  if  the  owner  of  the  ^^xwmfsea. 
particular  estate,  in  the  case  supposed,  purchased  the  reversion, 
the  merger  would  also  have  been  absolute. 

30.  Sometimes  the  consequences  of  the  merger  of  an  imme-  Merger  lome- 

« •  •        •  •       «  «  tllDCS  8118' 

diate  particular  estate,  upon  which  a  contingent  remainder  de-  pended. 

pends,  are  suspended  during  the  continuance  of  a  prior  particular 

estate;  thus  where  an  estate  is  limited  to  A.  for  life,  remainder 

to  B.  for  life,  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  unborn  sons  of 

B.  in  tail  male,  remainder  to  C.  in   fee,  and,  by  subsequent 

descent  or  conveyance,  the  remainder  of  C.  devolves  upon  B., 

during  the  continuance  of  A.'s  life  estate,  the  contingent  re-  Danes «.  Bush, 

mainder  to  B.'s  first  and  other  sons  is  preserved.    But  if  A.  sur-  Yo.  58.' 82. 

renders  to  B.,  or  dies  before  a  son  is  born,  the  particular  estates 

being  determined,  the  contingent  remainders  are  destroyed ;  the 

merger,  on  the  accession  of  one  estate  to  the  other,  having  been 

produced  by  a  distinct  and  subsequent  act  or  conveyance. 

31.  (4.)  Another  requisite  that  must  concur  in  the  union  of  i*  ^«"*.*«' 

,  ^  Tlie  estate  ID  re- 

two  estates,  in  order  to  produce  the  merger  of  one  of  them,  is,  mainder  or  re- 

that  the  estate  in  immediate  remainder  or  reversion  must  in  quantity  be  as 
quantity  be  as  large  as,  or  larger  than  the  preceding  estate,  ^{^j'h^the 
Thus  where  A.,  lessee  for  years,  afterwards  takes  a  conveyance  pieceding 
of  the  immediate  reversion  for  his  life,  to  take  effect  immedi- 
ately, the  term  is  extinct.    But  where  a  grant  is  made  to  A.  for 
life,  and  afterwards  a  grant  of  the  reversion  is  made  to  him  for 
twenty  years,  there  A.  has  both  estates,  and  no  merger  ensues, 
because  the  estate  in  reversion  is  less  than  the  preceding  estate. 

32.  Again,  where  A.  is  tenant  for  life,  remainder  to  B.  for  life,  i«wis  Bowles's 

°  '  '   case,  11  Rep. 

and  A.  surrenders  to  B.,  A.'s  estate  merges ;  B.'s  estate  in  re-  83. 4ih  Resoiu- 

tioQ. 
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Owen  38.  Co.  mainder  being  for  his  own  life,  is  to  him  greater  than  A.'8  estate, 
*  *  which  to  B,  is  au  estate  pour  autre  vie.  But  if  B.  were  to  con-^ 
vey  his  life  estate  in  reversion  to  A.  no  merger  would  ensue ; 
because  B.'s  estate  is  to  A.  less  than  A.'s  own  estate,  and  con- 
sequently A.'s  ownership  will  comprise  the  duration  of  both 
estates^ 

33.  Again,  where  an  estate  is  limited  to  A.  for  twenty-one 
years,  remainder  to  B.  for  life,  remainder  to  A,  for  life,  remainder 
to  A.  for  one  thousand  years,  remainder  to  C.  in  fee,  and  B. 

s.  31.  conveys  his  life  estate  to  A. ;  B.'s  estate  merges  in  A.'s  life 

estate,  that  being  the  next  freehold  in  reversion,  and,  as  to  A., 
greater  than  B.'s  estate :  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  then 
merges  in  A.'s  life  estate ;  the  intervening  estate  for  life  in  B. 
which  kept  them  apart  being  removed,  and  A.'s  life  estate  being 
larger  than  the  term :  But  A.'s  term  of  one  thousand  years  next 
in  remainder  being  less  than  his  freehold  estate  for  life,  the  latter 
cannot  merge  therein.  If  C.  were  to  convey  his  remainder  in  fee 
to  A.,  or  upon  C.'s  death  it  were  to  descend  upon  A.,  the  term  of 
one  thousand  years  would  immediately  merge  in  the  remainder 
in  fee,  and  then  the  life  estate  would,  upon  the  merger  of  the 
term,  be  also  absorbed  in  the  reversion  in  fee. 

34.  The  reader  will  observe  upon  the  case  last  supposed,  that 
merger  m^y  take  place  between  several  estates  at  the  same  time, 
until  the  whole  become  absorbed  in  the  more  remote  estate. 
This  may  be  further  illustrated.  An  estate  was  limited  to  A.  for 
life,  remainder  to  B.  in  tail  male,  remainder  to  A*  in  tail  male, 
remainder  to  B.  in  tail  general,  remainder  to  A.  in  fee.  A.  and 
B.  joined  in  levying  a  fine  to  enure  to  A.  io  fee ;  all  the  estates 
concurred,  and  mei^ed  in  the  ultimate  remainder  in  fee  of  A« 

Holt  9.  San-  By  the  fine  the  several  estates  tail  were  converted  intQ  b^se  fees, 
i03.HeUey,74!  and,  as  such,  became  capable  pf  merger;  first  th^  time  of  B.'s 
^"xh^'n  ^  ®*^^®  ^'^  general,  next  that  of  A.'s  estate  tail  male,  then  that  of 
Wooiicombe,      B.'s  estate  tail  male,  and  then  in  retrograde  succession  the  estate 

3  fi.  &  Adol.  ® 

586.  for  life  of  A.  merged  in  the  remainder  in  fee  of  A.;  the  more 

remote  estates  being  absorbed  before  those  which  are  more 
immediate. 

L?*^*:  ^°'*^*        35.  A  doMbt  has   been   raised*  whether  one  life  estate  will 

229.  £a.  3.  on  . 

Co.  lit  299.      merge  in  another  life  estate  next  in  remainder,  when   they  arte 

equal  in  quantity  ;  as  wher^  A.  tenant  for  the  life  of  B.  surren- 
ders to  C.  tenant  for  the  life  of  O.  Where,  however,  in  the  last 
case,  A.  and  C.  concur  in  conveying  their  respective  estates  to 


TUU  XXXIX.  Merger,  s.  36—38.  476 

a  stranger,  with  the  intention  that  the  grantee  may  enjoy  the 
estate  during  the  period  of  the  collective  ownership  of  the  two 
estates,  authority  is  not  wanting  in  support  of  the  proposition 
that  merger  does  not  take  place,  and  this  indeed  appears  to  be 
law. 

36.  In  reference  to  the  last  observation,  the  reader  is  referred  Jnfi»-  «»•  ^« 

...        86, 91. 

to  a  future  page  for  the  consideration  of  the  proposition  which 

has  been  extracted  from  Bredon's  case,  and  Treport's  case,  that  i  Rep.  77. 

the  union  of  two  estates  in  the  same  person,  by  means  of  the  5  Rep!  I4.'see 

joint  act  of  the  respective  owners,  with  the  intention  that  the  cianri^^'s 

estate  of  their  assignee  should  continue  for  the  collective  time  of  cue.  Hob,  273. 

their  several  estates,  will  not  be  any  cause  of  merger.   As  where 

A.,  tenant  for  life,  and  6.,  tenant  in  tail,  next  in  remainder,  made 

a  feoffment  or  levied  a  fine  to  C.  in  fee,  it  is  said,  that  although  3  Pre8.Con. 

there  was  a  union  of  the  life  estate  with  the  ownership  of  the  base  £^'3. 

fee  in  C,  yet  there  was  no  merger;  and  if  B.  died  without  issue 

during  the  lifetime  of  A.,  the  ownership  of  C.  would  continue 

during  A.'s  life. 

37.  There  is  a  gradation  not  only  in  the  quantity  or  duration  Gradation  in 
of  estates,  but  also  in  their  quality.    Their  gradation  in  respect  rencetom^. 
of  quantity  is,  Jirst^  estates  of  inheritance,  and  in  the  following 

order,  fees  simple,  fees  determinable,  qualified  or  base,  and  es- 
tates tail;  secondly,  estates  of  freehold,  such  as,  estates  tail  after 
p6ssibility  of  issue  extinct,  which  for  the  purpose  of  merger  are 
considered  life  estates,  estates  for  life  absolute  or  determinable; 
thirdly,  chattels,  such  as  terms  for  years,  and  certain  other  in- 
terests, which,  although  not  strictly  speaking,  terms,  are  never-  Sapr.rit.xiT. 
theless  classed  with  them  as  chattel  interests  in  land,  namely,  ''    * 
estates  by  extent,  and  by  statute  merchant,  statute  staple,  es-  pigbtoo  v. 
tates  devised  to  executors  for  payment  of  debts,  and  estates  at  2  v^nt!32i, 
will.    With  respect  to  life  estates,  an  estate  for  a  man's  own  life,  ^^'  ^'  ^"** 
as  before  observed,  is  considered  by  the  law  as  greater  to  him  He^don  v. 
th^n  an  estate  for  the  life  of  another.    With  respect  to  their  g^.  '    *"'' 
quality f  (ja)  an  estate  in  reversion  is  considered  greater  than  an 
estate  in  possession,  though  in  other  respects  equal ;  and  with 

(a)  The  reader  is  bere  reminded  "  that  bj  the  quantUji  of  estates,  most  be  under-  Piest.  Essay  on 
stood,  the  0stent  or  continuance  of  time,  or  degree,  or  interest  of  the  estate ;  as  for  years,  Estates,  7. 
for  life,  or  in  fee.    By  the  quality  of  an  estate,  the  nature,  incidents,  and  other  colla- 
teral qualifications  of  that  interest,'*  such  as  its  being  in  possession,  or  reversion ;  abso- 
lute or  conditional ;  in  severalty,  joint  tensncy,  coparcenary,  or  in  common ;  and,  in 
reference  to  the  subject  of  the  present  chapter,  may  be  added,  legal  or  equitable. 


476 


One  teim  will 
mei^  in  ano- 
ther term  in 
rerenion. 


3  Pmt.  Conv. 
182—200. 


Cro.  £lix  302. 

Mad.  &  Geld. 
66. 


3  Prest.  ConT. 
201. 
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regard  to  terms  for  years,  though  the  term  in  reversion  be  of 
smaller  daration. 

38.  It  was  long  considered  an  unsettled  point,  whether  one 
term  would  merge  in  another  term  in  reversion,  or  according  to 
the  quaint  language  of  the  early  authorities,  whether ''  years 
would  drown  in  years."  The  cases  on  this  subject  are  discus- 
sed in  the  valuable  volume  to  which  frequent  reference  is  made 
in  the  course  of  this  chapter,  and  the  learned  author  arrives  at 
the  conclusion,  that  the  affirmative  of  the  question  must  be  con- 
sidered established  law,  and  as  having  been  decided  so  long  ago 
as  in  the  case  of  Hughes  v.  Robotham. 

39.  The  recent  case  of  Stephens  v.  Bridges  seems  now  to  have 
settled  the  point.  In  that  case  a  mortgage  term  of  one  thou- 
sand years  was  created  in  1720,  and  another  for  five  hundred 
years  in  the  same  premises  in  1725.  The  former,  together  with 
the  mortgage  debt,  for  which  it  was  a  security  vested  in  A.,  and 
upon  her  death,  devolved  upon  her  executors,  who,  in  1780  took 
an  assignment  of  the  five  hundred  years'  term,  with  the  debt 
due  thereon.  In  1795  the  executors  assigned  both  terms  to 
trustees  on  the  marriage  of  the  legatee,  entitled  to  them  under 
A.'s  will.  Sir  John  Leach,  V.  C.  held  that  the  one  thousand 
years  term  merged  in  the  reversionary  term  of  five  hundred 
years. 

40.  From  the  preceding  authorities  the  reader  will  perceive 
the  doctrine  to  be  now  settled,  that  one  term  will  merge  in  ano- 
ther term  in  reversion,  although  the  latter  be  for  a  much  shorter 
duration,  and  upon  the  principle  that  nemo  potest  esse  dondnus  et 
ienens:  but  it  will  be  proper  in  this  place  to  observe,  that  a 
doubt  exists  respecting  the  merger  of  one  term  in  another,  when 
the  latter  term  is  not  in  reversion,  but  a  term  in  remainder. 
Thus  where  lands  are  conveyed  to  the  use  of  A.  for  one  hundred 
years^  with  remainder  after  its  expiration  to  B.  for  ninety-nine 
years ;  the  question  is,  whether  if  A.  assigns  his  term  to  B.  it  will 
merge  in  B.'s  term  for  ninety-nine  years ;  or  whether  B.  will  have 
the  ownership  during  the  collective  period  of  both  terms.  Mr. 
Preston  seems  to  incline  to  the  opinion  that  merger  will  ensue; 
but  acknowledges  the  point  doubtful,  and  adds,  that  as  far  as 
reason  and  good  sense  ought  to  prevail,  and  technical  rules  be 
exploded,  it  seems  to  be  reasonable  that  the  assignee  of  two 
several  terms,  one  in  possession,  the  other  in  remainder,  should 
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be  entitled  to  hold  the  possession  for  both  these  terms ;  since 
from  the  nature  of  these  interests,  there  is  not  any  Incompatibi- 
lity between  them ;  and  the  time  of  one  estate  is  quite  distinct 
from  the  time  of  the  other. 

41.  It  may  be  further  observed  in  opposition  to  the  application 
of  the  doctrine  of  merger  in  the  above  instance,  that  although 
there  is  privity  of  estatey  between  the  termor  in  possession  and 
the  termor  in  remainder,  there  is  none  in  tenure ;  each  of  the 
termors  alike  holding  of  the  reversioner ;  so  that  their  existence 
is  not  incompatible  with  the  maxim,  non  potest  esse  dominus  et 
tentns:  and  although  every  term  may  in  legal  parlance  be  de*  s.  37. 
signated  as  of  the  same  quantity,  yet  in  actual  duration  or  nume- 
rical quantity,  the  term  in  remainder,  in  the  case  above  supposed, 

is  less;  but  even  if  it  were  equal  in  duration,  the  rule  is,  that  ii  Rep.8i. 
equal  estates  do  not  merge. 

42.  The  argument  that  merger  does  not  take  place  from  the 
union  of  the  term  in  possession,  with  the  term  in  remainder  is 
strengthened  by  the  authorities  before  referred  to,  and  cited  in  a  Sup.  s.  36. 
future  page,  respecting  the  union  of  a  life  estate  in  possession  infra,  s.  85.  et 
with  a  life  estate  in  remainder,  both  being  equal ;  and  if  in  the  "^' 
latter  instance  merger  does  not  result  from  their  union  in  the 

same  person,  because  there  is  nothing  incompatible  in  their  co- 
existence, the  argument  by  analogy  holds  with  equal  force 
respecting  terms  for  years  similarly  circumstanced. 

43.  Mr.  Preston  seems  to  think  that  when  these  life  estates  3  Con?.  229. 
are  equal,  and  meet  in  the  same  person,  the  former  will  merge  in 

the  latter,  except  as  will  be  again  noticed  in  a  future  page,  when, 
upon  the  authority  of  Treport's  and  Bredon's  cases,  the  two 
equal  life  estates  are  conveyed  to  a  third  person  with  the  intetU  of 
conferring  upon  him  the  ownership  for  the  collective  duration  of 
both  estates ;  but  it  appears  to  be  doubtful  whethec  in  the  for- 
mer case  the  merger  of  two  equal  life  estates  will  take  place, 
even  when  not  conveyed  with  the  intent  to  confer  combined 
ownership ;  and  Mr.  Preston  seems  to  admit  that  the  point  is 
doubtful ;  because,  he  adds, ''  if  the  two  estates  do  continue  dis- 
tinct, this  may  be  another  difference  arising  from  a  remainder  as 
distinguished  from  a  reversion.*' 

44.  The  author  of  the  present  chapter  is  inclined  to  the 
opinion,  that  merger  will  not  take  place,  where  two  equal  life 
estates,  the  one  in  possession,  the  other  in  remainder,  meet  in 
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the  same  person,  although  they  were  conveyed  for  the  parpose 
of  effecting  the  merger  of  the  prior  life  estate ;  and  upon  the 
principle  before  stated  in  the  fortieth  section.  That  principle 
presents  a  solution  by  which  several  cases,  which  would  otherwise 
be  anomalous,  may  be  reconciled,  and  that  too,  in  consistency 
with  other  established  rules  involved  in  the  learning  of  merger. 

45.  The  principle  which,  it  is  submitted,  must  govern  the 
preceding  cases,  is  this,  that,  being  equal  estates,  the  one  ia 
possession  the  other  in  remainder^  either  for  life  or  for  years, 
they  may  co-exist  as  continuing  interests  in  the  same  person  in 
the  same  right,  because  the  incompatible  relations  of  dommus  et 
tenem  not  meeting  in  the  same  person  do  not  call  for  the  ab- 
sorption of  the  one  in  the  other.  These  cases  are  also  an  illus- 
tration of  the  rule  before  mentioned,  that  equal  estates  do  not 
merge. 

46.  If  the  above  principle  will  prevent  the  merger  of  terms, 
where  the  term  in  remainder  is  equal  or  less  than  the  term  in 
possessioni  a  question  occurs,  whether,  if  the  term  in  remainder 
were  larger  in  duration  than  the  preceding  term,  the  above  rule 
Would  keep  them  as  continuing  interests,  or  whether  merger 
must  be  the  consequence  of  their  union,  the  less  being  absorbed 
in  the  greater.  The  writer  is  not  aware  that  the  question  has 
any  where  been  raised,  but  he  inclines  to  think  that  it  would 
be  more  consistent  with  principle,  that  merger  should  not  take 
place,  for  the  terms,  although  unequal  in  numerical  duration,  are 
nevertheless,  in  legal  designation,  of  equal  quantity. 

47.  In  connexion  with  the  present  branch  of  the  subject  of  this 
chapter,  the  reader  is  here  reminded  that  a  term  will  not  merge 
in  an  intertsse  termuii,  nor  e  convtrso,  as  will  be  seen  from  the 

s.  15.  6  Bar.    authorities  cited  in  a  former  page.      In  the  case  of  Doe  «• 
&  Cr.  111.        Walker,  there  more  fully  stated,  A.  in  1788,  granted  a  lease  to 

B.  for  twenty-one  years,  to  expire  at  Michaelmas,  1809 ;  and  in 
December,  1799,  he  granted  a  further  lease  to  B.  for  sixty  years 
to  commence  from  Michaelmas,  1809.  In  1800,  A.  devised  the 
reversion  to  B.  for  life ;  it  was  held  that  the  term  of.  tweirty-one 
years  merged,  but  the  interesse  termini  remained. 

48.  This  doctrine  was  recognised  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
2P.wui.236.   in  the  earlier  case  of  Whitchurch  v*  Whitchurch. 

49.  These  interests  by  way  of  interesse  termini  do  not  pass 
the  immediate  reversion ;  they  rest  in  contract  only  until  the 
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future  period  arrives  when  the  term  is  to  commence :  and  in  the 
case  of  Doe  v.  Walkery  the  two  interests^  namely,  the  term  of 
twenty-one  years  to  expire  at  Michaelmas^  and  the  interesse 
tefmini  to  commence  at  its  expiration,  though  in  the  same 
person,  were  not  incompatible ;  and  therefore,  B.'s  entering  into 
the  contract  for  the  future  term,  could  not  be  considered  an 
implied  surrender  of  the  lease  of  twenty-one  years  in  possession. 

60.  Interests  by  way  of  intereste  tefwinit  or  contracts  for  a 
term  to  commence  at  a  future  period,  are  distinguishable  from  a 
lease  of  the  reversion  or  concurrent  lease,  in  this  respect^  that 
the  latter  gives  to  the  lessee,  the  right  of  seignory  incident  to  the 

present  right  to  the  reversion,  as  in  the  case  of  Coleboumv.  i  Leon.  129.  as 

.  cited  and  oor- 

Mixtone ;  while  the  former  rests  merely  in  contract,  no  present  recuA  by 
interest  passing.     When  therefore  a  lease  in  possession  and  D^vyWaiker, 
a  lease  of  the  reversion  unite  in  the  same  person  merger  takes  ^^'  ^  ^^- 
place. 

61.  (6.)  A  further  requisite   in  the    union  of   two  estates  5.  Rec^uirito. 

^  .  Union  in  the 

in  order  to  produce  the  consequence  of  mei^er  is,  that  they  penoninthe 

must  either  meet  in  the  same  person  in  the  same  right ;  or  if  in  ^™q  dlSerem 

different  rights,  the  union  must  take  place  by  act  of  the  party.  2tof'thr*°°r^ 

62.  In  reference  to  the  former  branch  of  the  above  rule,  in  the  same 
(namely)  where  the  two  estates  meet  in  the  same  person  in  the  "^^' 
same  right,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  less  estate  will  merge 

in  the  greater,  whether  the  union  is  produced  by  act  of  law  or  by 
act  of  the  party ;  as  where  the  reversion  in  fee  descends  (a)  upon 
or  is  devised  (6)  to  or  purchased  by  the  lessee,  the  term  will  merge, 
for  nemo  potest  esse  dominus  et  tenens.  So  also  where  the  re« 
version  in  fee  or  a  remainder  in  tail  descends  upon  the  tenant  for 
life,  or  he  purchases  the  reversion  in  fee. 

63.  But  where  two  estates  meet  in  the  same  person  in  dif*  Iq  diffemnt 

.  rights. 

ferent  rights,  merger  will  not  ensue  unless  the  union  takes  place 
by  act  of  the  party :  as  where  the  husband  holding  a  term  in 
right  of  his  wife  purchases  the  reversion ;  (c)  or  the  lessee  assigns 
his  term  to  the  wife  of  the  lessor ;  {d)  or  where  an  executor  has  a 
term  in  right  of  his  testator  and  purchases   the  reversion,  (e) 

(a)  Lee's  Case,  3  Leon.  110.    Chamberlain  v.  Ewer,  2  Bnlst.  12. 

(b)  Doe  V.Walker,  6  B.&Cras.  111. 
(e)  Downing  v.  Seymour,  Cro.  £liz.  912. 
(d)  Moor,  171.    Jenk.  R.  73,  case  38. 

(«)  Leon.  38.    1  Roll.  Ab.  Exting.  934.  pi.  9.    Sag.  V.  &  P.  461—2.    Ed.  9. 
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But  in  the  latter  case  although  the  term  will  merge  at  law,  in 
equity  it  will  be  considered  assets  for  the  benefit  of  creditorB.(£i) 
6.  Requisite.  64.  (6.)  The  latter  branch  of  the  last  rule,  must,  however  it 

Absoluie  power     i       ,,  -  .  i  •  i      • 

of  alienation  should  Seem,  be  received  with  the  qualification,  which  intro- 
m«Bting  in'dif^*  ^"^68  a  further  requisite,  namely,  that  when  the  several  estates 
3  Pw"coo  ^^^  ^°  **^®  **^°*®  person,  and  are  held  in  different  rights,  merger 
293.  £d.  3.  will  not  take  place,  unless  the  power  of  alienation,  of  the  person 
w?n^ore  *"  whom  they  meet,  extends  to  both  estates. 
2  Roll.  Rep.  66.  The  application  of  the  last  rule,  respecting  the  absolute 

power  of  alienation  over  the  two  estates,  which  meet  in  different 
rights,  is  obvious  as  between  husband  and  wife ;  as  where  a 
fime  covert  is  tenant  for  life,  and  her  husband  purchases  the 
reversion  in  fee ;  the  husband  is  seised  of  the  freehold  in  right 
of  his  wife,  but  her  freehold  does  not  merge  in  the  inheritance 
yill.  Lease      ^f  jj^^  husband,  as  was  noticed  in  a  former  title :  for  the  husband 

foi  Years,  c.  2.  ' 

«.  42.  alone  cannot,  in  virtue  of  his  marital  right,  dispose  of  his  wife's 

StepheDs  f.        freehold,  so  as  to  preclude  her  from  resuming  her  estate  at  his 
iLe?.^6.         death:  her  estate  could  not,  previously  to  the  recent  statute 

3  &  4  Will  4.  c.  74.,  be  conveyed  without  her  concurrence  in  a 
fine  or  recovery,  nor  can  it  now,  without  her  concurrence,  in  a 
deed  in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  that  act. 
No  merger.  66.  It  was  before  observed,  that  if  two  estates  in  different 

DvheD  estates 

meet  in  differeDt  rights  meet  in  the  same  person  by  act  of  the  party,  merger  will 
law.**      ^^^   ^®  place;  but  when  the  union  is  produced  by  act  of  law,  the 

same  consequence  will  not  follow.    Thus  in  the  instance  of  mar- 
riage, where  a  woman  termor  marries  the  reversioner,  the  term 
will  not  merge,  becau^  it  devolves  upon  the  husband  by  act  of 
Bac.  Ab.      *    ^^*    Again,  in  the  case  of  detcent,  where  the  husband  termor 
LMse  R.  Jenk.  marries,  and  afterwards  the  reversion  descends  upon  his  wife, 
case  38.  the  term  continues.    So  also,  it  is  conceived,  the  rule  holds 

^^^^^         in  the  instance  of  curtesy ;  as  where  the  husband   lessee  for 
Plan  V.  Sleep,     sixty  years  marries  the  reversioner,  who  afterwards  dies  be- 

Cro.Jac.  276.  . 

Bracebridge  v.    fore  the  expiration  of  the  term  by  efiiuxion  of  time,  the  term 
B^.^418.°^  '   continues  during  the  wife's  life,  while  the  husband  is  seised  in 

her  right ;  and,  it  should  seem  also,  after  her  death,  while  he 
Godb.  2!  and      ^^  tenant  by  the  curtesy ;  although  a  doubt  has  been  intimated 
see  Piatt  y.        as  to  the  latter  point.    Again,  in  the  case  of  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator, as  where  lessor  having  the  freehold  in  his  own 

(a)  Bro.  Abr.  Eiec.  pi.  174.  Eitiog.  pi.  67.  1  Ld.  Raym.  520.    2  Roll.  R.  472. 
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right,  the  term  devolves  npon  him  as  executor  or  administrator  Bac.  Abr. 

«  ^,      -  Lease,  R.  llnst. 

ot  the  lessee.  338.  a. 

67.  (7.)  Another  requisite  to  prodnce  the  mereer  of  two  estates  7.  Requisite. 

.        .        ,  ^  .    ■^  ^  1      ,        ,     Both  estates 

meetmg  m  the  same  person^  is,  that  both  estates  must  be  legal,  legal  or  both 
or  both  equitable ;  and  with  reference  to  this  rule,  it  is  imma*  ^"*     ^' 
terial  whether  the  union  is  produced  by  act  of  law,  or  by  act  of 
the  party. 

68.  Thus  where  an  estate  was  conveyed  to  A.  in  fee,  in  trust  Dowse  v. 
for  B.  in  fee,  and  a  legal  term  was  vested  in  B.,  no  merger  took  i  Vern.  104. 
place,  and  accordingly  it  was  held  that  the  term  would  have  Att™G€n.''lb. 
been  assets  (if  required)  for  the  payment  of  simple  contract  34i.Supr.TiiN 
debts.  3i'.  3*&4* 

69.  Again,  where  a  lease  for  years  is  vested  in  A.  in  trust  for     ^  *  *  ^' 
B.,  and  the  legal  estate  of  the  immediate  reversion  in  fee  devolves 

either  by  descent  or  conveyance  upon  B.,  in  trust  for  C.  in  fee, 
no  merger  takes  place. 

60.  But  in  the  last  case  had  the  equitable  reversion  in  fee 
vested  in  B.  by  descent  or  conveyance,  a  merger  in  equity  of  the 
beneficial  ownership  of  the  lease,  in  the  equitable  fee  in  B.,  would 
have  been  the  consequence  of  their  union. 

61.  III.  In  the  next  place,  we  proceed  to  consider  in  what  in-  m*  ^fhen 

,  .  _  ,  .       ,  union  does  not 

stances  the  union  of  two  estates  or  interests  in  the  same  person  produce  merger. 
does  not  produce  the  consequence  of  merger :  and  the  first  exemp- 
tion we  shall  notice,  is  that  of  an  estate  tail,  which  does  not  merge  i  •  Eisutes  tmil 

.,...,  .     ^1  .     ,  •       '     r  \.        do  not  merge,  ai 

m  a  remainder  m  tail,  nor  m  the  remainder  or  reversion  in  fee,  when  such,  in  the  re- 
the  two  estates  unite  in  the  same  person,  and  in  the  same  right.    ^®"*^^  ^'^  ^^- 

62.  This  exemption  results  from  the  statute  De  Bonis  Condi'  ^  bi.  Com.  ^ 
tionalibus,  (a)  which  preserves  the  estate  in  the  line  of  succession  case.  2  Rep.  6i. 
to  the  heirs  in  tail,  according  to  the  form  of  the  gift,  so  long  as  ^^'5^.  r, 
there  are  issue  under  the  entail.  ^^^• 

63.  But  before  the  passing  of  the  late  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4.  when  converted 

,  into  base  fees. 

c.  74.,  the  estate  tail  lost  this   privilege  as  soon  as  the  te- 
nant in  tail,  by  levying  a  fine,  converted  it  into  a  base  fee,  infra,  s.  67. 
when  it  merged  by  union  with  the  immediate  reversion  in  fee. 

64.  But  now  by  section  39  of  the  above  statute,  it  is  enacted, 
that  where  a  base  fee,  acquired  before,  or  by  any  disposition 
under  the  act,  meets  in  the  same  person,  who  is  owner  of  the  im- 
mediate reversion  in  fee,  there  the  base  fee  shall,  upon  such 
union,  become  enlarged  into  as  large  an  estate,  as  the  tenant  in 

(a)  13  Edward  I. 
VOL.  VI.  II 
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tail,  with  the  consent  of  the  protector,  if  any,  might  have  created 
by  any  disposition  under  the  act 

65.  The  following  are  the  words  of  the  act,  ''  That  if  a  base 
fee  in  any  lands  and  the  remainder  or  reversion  in  fee,  in  the 
same  lands,  shall,  at  the  time  of  passing  this  act,  or  at  any  time 
afterwards,  be  united  in  the  same  person,  and  at  any  time  after 
the  passing  of  this  act,  there  shall  be  no  intermediate  estate  be- 
tween the  base  fee  and  the  remainder  or  reversion,  then  and  in 
such  case  the  base  fee  shall  not  merge,  but  shall  be  ipso  facio 
enlarged  into  as  large  an  estate,  as  the  tenant  in  tail,  with  the 
consent  of  the  protector,  if  any,  might  have  created  by  any  dis- 
position under  this  act,  if  such  remainder  or  reversion  had  been 
vested  in  any  other  person."  (a) 

66.  An  estate  tail,  after  possibility  of  issue  extinct,  will  merge 
in  the  remainder  or  reversion ;  for,  as  before  observed,  it  is  con- 
sidered for  the  purpose  of  merger  merely  as  an  estate  for  life. 

67.  The  case  of  Symonds  v.  Cudmore,  is  an  instance  of  the 
4  Mod.  1.  aee  Conversion  of  an  estate  tail  into  a  base  fee,  and  its  merger  in  the 
cMeduir^'  immediate  reversion.  In  that  case  A.,  tenant  in  tail  with  the 
1  Rep.  49.  b.     immediate  reversion  to  himself  in  fee,  levied  a  fine  with  procla- 

Queeo  v.  Aus- 

teD.Dyer.ii5.a.  mations,  and  it  washolden  that  the  reversion  became  accelerated, 
Biddoipht  ^*  ^^^  ^^  executed  in  possession.  Had  A.  suffered  a  recovery, 
36o"'r^'i^*£d  ^^^  estate  would  have  been  enlarged  into  a  fee  simple  absolute, 
Alto  Kioaston    and  the  reversion  would  have  been  barred. 

V.  Clark  2  Atk. 

204. 6. '  68.  The  exemption  of  estates  tail  from  merger  is  the  same  with 

In  copyholds,  rcspcct  to  copyholds.  In  Merest  v.  James,  A.  was  equitable  te- 
iitf*^*  ^  ^**^'  °*"^  *^  ^'^  ^^^  remainder  over  to  B.,  and  the  legal  fee  descended 

upon  A.,  the  question  was,  whether  the  equitable  estate  tail 
merged  in  the  latter,  and  the  expectant  remainder  was  defeated. 
The  report  of  this  case  is  very  short  and  imperfect ;  there  appears 
to  have  been  no  ground  to  contend  for  the  merger,  even  sup- 
posing the  intermediate  estate  tail  in  B.  was  contingent.  .  Sir 
John  Leach,  V.  C.  is  reported  to  have  said,  that  in  order  to  ope- 
rate a  merger,  the  equitable  and  legal  estates  must  be  of  the 
same  quality  (should  be  quantity),  and  that  an  estate  tail  and  a 
fee  simple  were  not  of  the  same  quality  (meaning  quantity). 

69.  If,  however.  A.,  equitable  tenant  in  tail  of  a  copyhold, 
with  remainders  over,  takes  a  surrender  in  fee  from  the  trustees 

(a)  For  some  of  the  consequences  of  this  provision,  see  fuither  sect.  104. 105. 
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of  the  legal  estate  in  fee,  it  would  seem  from  the  case  of  Grayme  Supr.  Vol.  v. 
V.  Grayme,  that  this  will  bar  the  estate  tail  and  reroamders  i  Watk  Cop. 
over,  where,  by  the  custom,  entails  are  barrable  by  surrender ;  „„jg    aIso*° 
and  upon  the  principle,  as  it  has  been  suggested,  that  B.'s  accept-  S"^^®*";  „ 
ance  of  a  surrender  of  the  legal  estate  in  fee  will  be  evidence  120. 
of  an  intention  to  bar  the  entail.    This  latter  case,  however,  is 
clearly  distinguishable  from  the  case  of  Merest  v.  James,  and 
does  not  involve  tlie  doctrine  of  merger. 

70.  It  seems  not  to  be  settled  whether  a  base  fee^  produced  if  a  base  fee 
by  tenant  in  tail  levying  a  fine,  will  merge  in  an  estate  tail  next  ^tate^i^ifDextin 
in  remainder:  as  where  A.  tenant  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  B.  remainder. qu. i 
in  tail,  levies  a  fine  to  B.  in  fee,  the  better  opinion  seems  to  be 

in  favour  of  the  merger,  {a) 

71.  (2.)  Another  instance  of  the  union  of  two  estates  without  ?•  Estatcsmeet- 
merger,  as  before  noticed,  is  where  they  are  held  in  different  person  in  diffe- 
rights,  and  the  union  takes  place  by  act  of  law.  a^toHaw.s/se. 

72.  In  reference  to  this  exception  it  n)ay  be  observed  that  a 
person  may  hold  an  estate  in  autre  droit,  in. the  following  charac- 
ters;  namely,  as  husband  or  wife,  as  executor  or  administrator, 

and  as  member  of  a  corporation  aggregate  in  his  corporate  capa-  i  Inst.  338.  b. 
City.     A  person  havmg  a  momentary  seisin  to  serve  uses,  may  be  200. 
said  to  have  such  seisin  in  autre  droit j  as  where  A.  is  lessee  for  See  3  Frest. 
years,  and  the  reversion  in  fee  is  conveyed  to  him  and  his  heirs  532,  kc. 
to  certain  uses ;  exemption  from  merger,  however,  in  this  last 
case,  is  expressly  provided  for  by  the  statute  of  Uses,  as  before 
noticed.     But  as  between  trustees  and  cestui  que  trust  the  excep- 
tion now  under  consideration  does  not  apply,  but  the  merger  will 
take  place  at  law,  although  the  interests  of  third  persons  will,  Jn(ra.  »»•  108. 

,  ,  llo. 

nevertheless,  be  preserved  m  equity. 

73.  Thus  if  A.  has  an  estate  for  the  life  of  B.  in  trust  for  C, 
and  the  inheritance  descends  upon  A.,  a  merger  will  take  place 
of  his  estate  for  the  life  of  B. ;  but  he  will  in  equity  be  deemed 
a  trustee  for  C.  of  the  reversion,  during  the  life  of  B. 

74.  (3.)  Another  instance  of  union  without  merger  is,  where  the  3-  Estates  limit- 

.     .  .  m  ed  by  the  same 

two  estates  are  limited  by  the  same  instrument,  to  take  effect  at  instrument. 
the  same.time;  for,  in  such  case,  merger  will  not  take  place,  so  as  ^  cofe?.  "*' 
to  destroy  an  intervening  contingent  remainder,  in  which  third  ^1°^*^  iLe 

11.  Sir  T. 
(a)  Beaumont's  case,  or  Baker  v.  Willis,  9  Hep.  138.  Cro.  Car,  476.  3  Prest.  Ctm.    j^^^yQ,,  .23] 

258.  Ed.  3. 

1   1  2   . 
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Boocfaby  V.  persona  are  intei-ested.  Thus  in  the  case  supposed  in  a  former 
9  Mod.'i47.  section,  where  an  estate  is  limited  to  A,  for  life,  remainder  to  his 
""  ^^*  first  and  other  unborn  sons  in  tail,  remainder  to  A.  in  fee:  the 

union  of  the  life  estate  with  the  reversion  in  fee,  is  qualified,  so 
as  to  let  in  the  contingent  remainders  when  they  arise. 

75.  The  effect  is  the  same  where  a  testator  devises  lands  to  A. 

for  life,  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  unborn  sons  of  A.  in 

tail,  and  does  not  devise  the  reversion  in  fee,  which,  at  the  testa- 

Snnr.  Tit.  16.    tor's  death,  descends  upon  A.  as  his  heir  at  law.    In  this  case. 

Alio  1.29.  of  *  ^b®  reversion  in  fee  devolves  upon  A.  at  the  very  moment,  and 

thit  chapter.      j^y  |j^^  si^me  event,  which  brings  the  devise  into  operation.    If 

the  descent  of  the  reversion  in  fee  upon  A.  had  been  mediatef 
from  the  subsequent  death  of  the  testator's  heir  at  law,  the  mer- 
ger of  A.'s  life  estate,  and  the  consequent  destruction  of  the 
contingent  remainder,  would  take  place. 
Purefoy  V.  76.  So  where  an  estate  is  limited  by  the  same  deed,  to  two 

Sannd^sse. Lit.  ^^^»  ^^^  the  heirs  of  their  bodies;  or  to  A.  and  fi.  for  their 
s.  2S3.  Rogen   Hves,  with  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  one  of  them :  in  each  of 

«•  Downs, 

9  Mod,  293.      these  instances  the  donees  have  an  estate  for  life  in  joint  te- 
nancy ;  for,  otherwise,  the  quality  of  the  life  estate,  by  the  union 
of  the  inheritance,  would  be  changed  by  severance  to  estates  in 
common. 
Sfcuj,  where  77.  But  where  the  accession  of  the  particular  estate  to  the 

by'rabMquent,  reversion,  or  of  the  reversion  to  the  particular  estate,  does  not 

Kent'if.HaipooU  ^®  P^^^  ^°  ^^^  ^^^  instant  of  time,  there  merger  ensues ;  and 
T.joDes.R.76.  it  is  immaterial,  whether  the  accession  is  occasioned  by  aict  of 

1  Vent.  306.       .  r   t  \  i_         i       .  i-     .      , 

Hooker V.         law  or  01  the  party:  aa  where  lands  are  limited  to  two  persons 

Timp^Ha^w.  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^^  ^^  J^^^^  tenants,  and  the  reversion  in  fee  subse* 
^3-  quently  devolves  upon,  or  is  purchased  by,  one  of  them,  merger 

takes  place,  and  a  consequent  severance,  (a) 
Fearoe  c.  R.        78.  With  rospcct  to  copyholds  it  should  be  observed^  that  the 
2  VerD.243.     merger  produced  by  accession  of  the  reversion  to  the  particular 
estate,  upon  which  a  contingent  remainder  depends,  does  not 
destroy  the  contingent  remainder,  for  it  is  preserved  by  the  estate 
in  the  lord. 
^^^**JJjJ^      79.  Where,  however,  the  interest  of  third  persons  is  not  con- 
intereaiear       cemed,  the  union  in  the  exception  mentioned  in  section  74,  pro- 
duces absolute  merger.    Thus  where  an  estate  is  limited  to  A. 
J>;«r.  10.  b.      for  the  life  of  B. ;  remainder  to  A.  for  his  own  life ;  or  a  limita- 

(a)  Wiacot's  caie,  or  Giles  v.  Wiicot,  2  Rep.  60.  Lit.  s.  283.  et  oonu 
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tion  ift  to  A.  for  ninety-nine  yeara^  remainder  to  A.  for  life,  in  Lewii  Bowles' 
both  these  instances  merger  will  ensue,  assuming  that  no  third  83.  in  7th  rTbo- 
persons  would  be  thereby  prejudiced.  cin°376.^3*. 

80.  (4.)  Another  exemption  from  merger  occurs  in  the  case  of  4.  Executoiy 
an  executory  devise  of  a  term  to  A.  for  life,  with  a  further  devise  <^^'««  «'**«"»• 
over  of  the  term,  after  the  death  of  A.  to  B. ;  and  the  reversion 

by  descent  or  otherwise  devolves  upon  A. ;  the  merger  of  A.'s  life 
estate,  will  not  prejudice  the  executory  bequest  to  B.  (a) 

81.  Mr.  Preston  states  the  rule  respecting  executory  devises  3  Con.  493.  ib. 
thus:  *'  No  one  can  destroy  an  executory  interest,  merely  as  such, 

in  another  person,  either  by  alienation,  merger,  or  surrender.  Peiu  v.  Brown, 
This  is  one  of  the  peculiar  qualities  of  an  interest  under  an  ex- 
ecutory devise  of  a  freehold,  or  an  executory  bequest  of  a  chattel 
quality." 

82.  The  case  of  Hammington  v.  Rudyard  is  an  illustration  Note  (a)  infn. 
of  Mr.  Preston's  observation  in  respect  of  chattels;  and  he 

cites  the  cases  of  Goodright  v.  Searle,  and  Ooodtitle  v.  White,  ^  ^>i>-  '^9. 

°  16  East.  174. 

as  instances  of  the  rule,  as  it  regards  executory  devises  of  free- 
hold interests.    The  reader  should,  however,  be  reminded  that 
the  rule,  as  above  stated,  requires  some  qualification  respecting  Feame  C.  R. 
executory  devises  limited  after  an  estate  tail ;  in  which  case  a  Lanesboitmgh  * 
recovery  by  the  tenant  in  tail  will  bar  them.    But  the  cases  of  j^^  262!  ^^ 
Goodtitle  v.  White,  and  Goodright  v.  Searle,  seam,  as  indeed 
Mr.  Preston  appears  to  suggest,  referrible  to  the  learning  of 
extinguishment. 

83.  But  although  an  executory  devise,  not  limited  after  an  3  Omv.  495. 
estate  tail,  cannot  be  destroyed  by  alienation,  merger,  or  sur- 
render, as  above  observed*  still  while  in  contingency,  it  is  not  an  t.  80. 
estate ;  and  therefore  cannot  prevent  the  union  of  the  particular 

estate  with  the  reversion  in  fee,  so  as  to  preserve  contingent  re- 
mainders depending  on  such  preceding  particular  estate.  This 
may  be  illustrated  by  the  following  case  which  recently  occurred 
in  practice. 

84.  A  testator  devised  lands  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  his  de* 
cease  to  such  child  of  A.  as,  at  the  time  of  A.'s  death,  should  be 
his  second  son  then  living,  and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  such 
second  son :  but  in  case  A.  should  not  at  the  time  of  his  death 


(a)  Fearne  C.  R.  421.  ed.  8.    Hammittgton  v.  Rudyanl,  cited  10  Rep.  52.   Sup. 
p.  905.  s.  11.    Lee  0.  Let,  Hdor,  266. 
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have  a  second  son,  or,  having  such,  he  should  die^under  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  and  without  lawful  issue{living  at  his  death, 
then  to  A.  in  fee.    A.  (not  having  a  second  son)  concurred  with 
the  heir  at  law  of  the  testator  in  conveying  the  lands  to  B.  and 
his  heirs.     In  the  above  case  there  were  two  concurrent  contin- 
gent remainders  in  fee ;  one  to  the  unborn  second  son,  the  other 
to  A.,  if  he  had  no  second  son  at  his  death.     Besides  these 
contingent  remainders,  if  the  first  contingent  remainder  should 
vest  by  A.'s  having  a  second  son,  there  was  an  executory  devise 
over,  to  defeat  it,  if  such  second  son  should  die  under  twenty- 
one,  and  without  leaving  issue  living  at  his  death.     By  the  con- 
veyance the  particular  estate  of  A.  merged  by  its  union  with 
the  reversion  in  fee,  conveyed  by  the  testator's  heir  at  law  to  B., 
and  thereby  the  contingent  remainders  were  destroyed.    The 
executory  devise  to  A.,  though  not  barred,  was  bound  in  equity 
by  the  conveyance  to  B.,  who  thereby  acquired  an  absolute 
estate  of  inheritance  in  fee  simple. 
5.  Union  of  two      85.  (5.)  A  further  instance  of  the  union  of  two  estates  without 
forthepwpwe    Hicrger,  is  thus  stated  by  Mr.  Preston  : — **  The  union  of  two 
TOHwtfvTown-^  estates  in  the  same  person  by  means  of  the  joint  act  of  the  re- 
eiship  and  dura-  spective  owners  of  the  estates,  with  an  intention  that  the  estate 
esutes.  of  their  assignee  should  continue  for  the  collective  time  of  their 

onv.  C.1  .     ggygral  estates,  will  not  be  any  cause  of  merger."    And  he  coo- 

Supr.  8. 36.  et        .  .  ^  .  . 

seq.  siders  Bredon's  case,  and  the  other  authorities  which  he  cites,  as 

fully  establishing  the  above  proposition. 

1  Rep.  77.  86.  In  Bredon's  case,  A.  was  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder 

to  B.  in  tail,  with,  remainder  to  C.  in  tail ;  A.  and  B.  concurred 
in  levying  a  fine  come  ceo,  to  a  stranger  in  fee,  reserving  a  rent- 
charge  of  40/.  a  year  to  the  tenant  for  life.  B.  died  without  issue, 
living  A. ;  and  C.  the  second  tenant  in  tail  entered.  On  a  distress 
by  A.  the  tenant  for  life  for  his  rent,  and  on  a  replevin  and  avowry, 
a  question  arose  upon  A.'s  right  to  distrain,  and  whether  his  life- 
estate  was  not  merged  by  its  union  with  the  next  estate  of  inherit- 
ance. The  Court  of  C.B.  gave  judgment  for  the  avowant,  thereby 
deciding  that  the  life-estate  of  A.  was  a  continuing  interest. 
,  87.  The  leading  point  for  which  this  case  is  frequently  cited 
is,  that  the  fine  did  not  work  a  discontinuance;,  the  tenant  for 
life  and  B.  the  remainder-man  thereby  only  conveying  what 
each  might  lawfully  give.  It  is  also  reported  to  have  been  said 
by  the  Court,  that  where  A.  tenant  for  life,  and  B.  tenant  in  tail. 
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make  a  feofFment  by  deed  to  a  stranger,  this  also  is  no  discontinu- 
ance ;  and  that  although  he  in  the  first  remainder  dieth  without 
issue,  the  feoffee  shall  enjoy  the  land  during  the  life  of  the 
tenant  for  life.  But  if  a  feoffment  be  made  byparol^  then  it  is  a 
surrender  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  the  feoffment  of  him  in 
remainder. 

88.  A  dictum  in  Treport's  case,  and  the  opinion  of  Sir  Henry  6  Rep.  15. 
Hobart  in  the  Earl  of  Clanrickard's  case,  are  also  cited  as  au-   Hob.  273. 

....  ^     ,  ,.  .  .  i.Ti*      T^  Palm.  369. 

thonties  in  support  of  the  preceding  proposition  of  Mr.  Preston,  i  vem.  160. 
who  accounts  for  the  objection  made  by  Hale,  C.  J.  to  Bredon's 
case^  by  his  not  adverting  to  the  distinction  there  made  between 
a  feoffment  by  deed  and  without  deed ;  for  he  remarks  that 
Bredon's  case  is  an  authority  merely  for  the  point,  that  the  es- 
tate for  life  has  continuance  in  those  cases  only,  in  which  the 
remainder  may  pass,  as  a  remainder,  and  the  estate  for  life  pass 
as  a.  continuing  estate. 

89.  The  reader  will  observe  that  in  Bredon's  case,  the  estate 
in  remainder  was  an  estate  tail,  which  being  larger  in  quantity 
than  the  previous  estate  for  life,  the  equality  of  the  estates  could 
be  no  objection  to  the  merger;  so  that  it  may  be  considered 
a  decision  strongly  in  support  of  the  case  supposed  by  Mr. 
Preston  of  union  without  merger,  where  A.  tenant  for  the  life  of 
B.,  and  C.  tenant  in  remainder  for  the  life  of  D.,  concur  in  con- 
veying their  respective  estates  to  E.,  with  the  intent  of  con- 
ferring upon  him  the  collective  ownership  and  duration  of  both 
estates. 

90.  If  Bredon's  case  and  that  supposed  by  Mr.  Preston  turn 
solely  upon  the  intention  of  the  parties,  they  must  be  considered 
as  anomalous  instances  of  the  intention,(a)  preventing  the  legal 

(a)  The  iotentioQ  of  the  parties  is  not  the  governing  principle  of  merger ;  for  while  in    How  far  merger 

some  instances  the  law  of  merger,  from  favour  to  the  intention  of  the  parties,  is  held  to   **  governed  by 

V    •        1-11         *  •       *v  4  .u^      •       r .         .  .      •      ^*>*  intention  of 

be  inapplicable,  yet  in  others,  merger  is  consequent  upon  the  anion  of  two  estates,  in   ^^  parties. 

direct  opposition  to  the  intention  of  the  parties,  either  apparent  or  implied.    Perhaps  no 

general  rule  in  reference  to  the  intention  can  be  deduced,  which  would  embrace  every 

instance  i  but  it  is  suggested,  as  in  some  measure  tending  to  a  classification  of  the  cases, 

that  merger,  in  reference  to  the  intention,  is  excluded  chiefly  in  those  instances,  where 

the  two  estates,  which  would  otherwise  merge,  are  created  by  the  same  instrument,  or  at 

the  same  time,  or  by  the  same  contemporaneous  transaction,  as  will  be  seen  in  the 

perusal  of  the  present  chapter ;  but  that  where  two  estates  unite  in  the  same  person,  not 

as  above  noticed  at  the  same  time  and  by  the  same  deed  or  transaction,  but  at  a  period 

subsequent  to  the  original  creation  of  the  estates,  and  by  a  distinct  act  of  law  or  of  the 

party,  there,  in  most  instances,  merger  will  be  the  consequence  of  union,  without  regard 
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consequence  of  the  union  of  two  estates  in  the  same  person,  in 
the  same  right:  but  it  is  submitted  that  the  principle  upon 
which  these  cases  may  in  a  measure  depend,  is  that  which 

SS.40. 44.         ^^g  noticed  in  former   sections  of   the    present    chapter,  to 

which  the  reader  is  referred ;  and  where  he  will  find  another 
instance  in  terms  for  years  of  union  without  merger.  The 
principle  alluded  to^  is*  that  one  of  the  two  estates  being  in 
possession,  and  the  other  in  remainder  and  not  in  reversion,  there 
is  nothing  incompatible  in  their  union  as  continuing  interests  in 
the  same  person,  since  that  union  does  not  involve  the  incon- 
sistent relations  of  dondnus  et  tenens. 

91.  If  the  above  be  the  true  principle,  the  following  oonda- 
sion  may  be  drawn :  that  whether  the  two  equal  estates  are  for 
life  or  years,  if  the  latter  be  limited  by  way  of  remainder,  and 
not  a  portion  of  the  reversion,  merger  will  not  be  the  consequence 
of  their  union  in  the  same  person,  whether  they  are  conveyed  to 
that  person  for  the  purpose  of  conferring  the  combined  owner- 
ships of  both  estates  or  not ;  $€d.  qu* 

»•  89.  92.  Although  the  estate  pour  autre  vie  of  A.  in  the  case  before 

supposed,  may  for  some  purposes  have  continuance,  while  it  is 
distinct  from  the  reversion,  yet  if  the  estates  pour  autre  vieotA^ 
and  C,  when  vested  in  E.  were  to  become  united  vrith,  and 
form  an  integral  part  of  the  inheritance,  it  is  conceived  they 
would  both  merge,  and  any  contingent  remainder,  intervening 
between  C.'s  estate  and  the  reversion  in  fee,  or  the  next  vested 
remainder,  would  be  destroyed. 

93.  Thus  if  the  lands  were  limited  to  A.  for  the  life  of  6., 
with  remainder  to  C.  for  the  life  of  D.,  with  remainder  to  the 
first  and  other  unborn  sons  of  E.  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  F. 
in  tail  or  in  fee ;  if  E.,  to  whom  the  estates /K>ur  autre  vie  of  A. 
and  C,  as  before  supposed,  were  conveyed,  should  have  con- 
curred with  F.  in  levying  a  fine  with  proclamations  to  O.  in 
fee,  the  estates  pour  atUre  vie  of  A.  and  C.  would  no  longer  be 
considered  as  continuing  interests  to  support  the  contingent  re- 
mainders to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  E.,  but  would  merge ; 
and  the  contingent  remainders  would  consequently  be  destroyed. 

to  the  intention  of  the  parties.  There  are,  however,  aome  instanoei,  where  union  of 
estatei  takes  place,  irrespective  of  any  manifestation  of  intention  whatsoever  in  refereoce 
to  merger ;  and  merger  u  not  uniformly  the  conseqaence  of  union  in  such  instances* 
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94.  The  recent  case  of  Hasker  v.  Satton  is  an  anihority  that  ^  ^">8«  ^^* 
the  life  estate,  in  union  with  the  reversion,  by  the  act  of  the 
parties,  is  not  a  continuing  interest  to  support  the  intervening 
contingent  remainders. 

96.  There  the  estate  was  devised  to  A.  for  life,  remainder  to 
the  first  and  other  unborn  sons  of  his  body  in  tail  male,  with 
several  contingent  remainders  over.  The  tenant  for  life  (being 
a  bachelor)  in  order  to  destroy  the  contingent  remainders  con- 
curred with  the  heir  at  law  of  the  testator,  in  a  feoffment  to 
B.  and  his  heirs,  to  the  use  of  A.  and  his  trustee,  in  the  usual 
manner  to  bar  dower;  and  a  fine  with  proclamaticnis  was 
levied  in  pursuance  of  a  covenant  contained  in  the  deed  of  feoff- 
ment, and  the  uses  were  declared  to  enure  to  A.  and  his  trustee 
to  bar  dower.  The  Court  of  C.  B.  upon  a  case,  sent  by  Sir 
John  Leach,  V.  C.  decided  that  A.  acquired  the  absolute  in- 
heritance in  fee  discharged  from  the  remainders. 

96.  The  same  point  was  decided  in  Doe  v.  Howell.  There  lOBv.&Cr. 
the  devise,  in  events  which  happened,  was  in  effect  to  A.  the 
testator's  daughter  for  life,  remainder  to  any  child  or  children 
she  might  have,  living  at  her  death.  The  words  of  the  devise 
were,  to  the  testator's  grandson  John,  the  son  of  A.,  and  his 
heirs;  but  in  case  his  grandson  should  die  before  his  the 
testator's  daughter,  and  she  should  have  no  other  child  living 
at  her  death,  then  his  will  was  that  his  daughter  should  de- 
vise the  said  premises  to  such  persons  as  she  should  think 
proper.  John  survived  the  testator,  but  died  an  infant.  A.  had 
another  son  William,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  A.  was  the 
testator's  heir  at  law,  and  married  a  second  time,  and  with  her 
husband  levied  a  fine  with  proclamations  and  conveyed  away 
the  property  to  a  stranger,  under  whom*  by  mesne  conveyances, 
&C.  the  defendant  was  in  possession.  The  Court  of  K.  B.  de- 
cided that  during  John's  life,  the  devise  to  the  children  of  A. 
living  at  his  death  was  an  executory  devise,  but  after  his 
death  it  became  a  contingent  remainder,  which  the  fine  had 
destroyed. 

97.(6.)  Under  the  present  branch  of  our  subject,  we  again  advert  ^  Uniop  of  an 
to  the  exception  before  noticed,  that  any  estate  in  the  releasee,  leiuo  to  lenra 
feoffee,  or  grantee  to  uses,  will  not  be  merged  by  its  momentary  2?Henf  a^^p. 
union  with  the  seisin  ;  as  it  is  transmitted  through  such  releasee,  '•  73« 
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feoffee,  or  grantee,  to  serve  the  uses  to  third  persons;  as  where 

^  ttT^LecT**'  '^'  '*  '®*®^®  ^o^'  years,  and  the  reversioner  enfeoffs  him  to  uses, 
234.  S.C.  the  term  is  not  merged.  But  where  an  estate  byway  of  use 
346/  '  capable  of  producing  the  merger,  is  limited  to  such  releasee,  &c. 

o{  course  his  term  will  merge ;  but  this  merger  does  not  arise 
from  the  transition  of  the  momentary  seisin,  but  from  the  union 
of  his  term  with  the  new  estate,  limited  to  him  by  way  of  use. 
27  Hen.  8.  98.  The  protection  from  merger  above-mentioned  is  afforded 

by  one  of  the  savings  of  the  statute  of  Uses,  and  it  is  within  the 
equity  of  this  saving,  where  the  seisin  is  not  merely  momentary, 
but  there  are  several  conveyances  making  parts  of  the  same  as- 
surance to  raise  the  uses,  and  one  of  these  coaveyances  gives  the 
termor,  an  estate  which  must  remain  in  him  until  the  instru- 
Cro. Jac. 643.    ments  are  brought  into  complete  operation;  as  in  Ferrers  v. 

Supr.  Tit.  9.         —, 

c.  1. 8. 40.         Fermor. 

1  Mod.  107.  ib.  99.  So  also  in  Fountain  v.  Cook,  where  it  is  said,  if  a  lessee 
S^g.  V.&P.  ^^^  years  is  made  tenant  to  the  prtedpe  for  suffering  a  common 
464.  Ed.  9.       recovery,  that  doth  not  extinguish  his  term ;  because  it  was  in 

him  for  another  purpose,  to  which  the  whole  Court  agreed. 
7.  Power  of  100.  (7.)  In  concluding  this  division  of  our  subject,  the  reader 

roentmay TO^*'  *®  reminded  that  a  general  power  of  appointment^  when  re- 
exist  with  the  fee  served  through  the  medium  of  a  conveyance  under  the  statute  of 

under  a  limita-  .  .  , 

tioDtoases.       Uses,  may  co-exist  with  the  absolute  fee  in  the  donee  of  the 

power,  to  \^hom,  in  default  of  appointment,  the  fee  is  limited.(a) 
But  not  under  Such  a  powcr  howcver  cannot  be  reserved  in  a  conveyance  at 
common  law.      common  law,  and  Qoodill  v,  Brigbam  has  been  supposed  to  be 

an  authority  in  support  of  the  last  proposition.  (6) 

101.  Where,  however,  an  estate  is  conveyed  to  such  uses  as 
A.  should  appoint,  with  a  limitation  in  default  of  appointment 
See  Cross  V.  rio  B.  in  fee,  and  the  inheritance  upon  B.'s  death  descends  to  A., 
C.^C^SO.  '  i^  docs  ^^^  appear  to  be  quite  settled,  whether  the  power  will  be 
p. 91. Ed.  1830.  extinguished  by  this  union.  Sir  Edward  Sugden,  in  his  valu- 
able treatise  on  powers,  expresses  an  opinion  in  support  of  the 
7  Ves.  667.        existence  of  the  power,  conceiving  that  the  case  of  Maundrell  v. 

Maundrell,  overruled  the  principle  of  the  decision  of  Cross  v. 

I  Uses,  p.  174.    Hudson,  the  cases,  however,  are  distinguishable.     Mr.  Sanders, 

.adverting  to  a  power  of  revocation  in  a  stranger,  and  that  such 

(a)  Ray  v.  Pung,  5  Mad.  310.    5  B.  &  Aid.  561.  S.  C. 
(6)  1  Bos.  &  Pul.  192.    See  Vol.  IV.  Tit.  32.  c.  13.  s.  7. 
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stranger  cannot  release  or  extinguish  it,  adds,  ''  But  if  the  donee 
of  the  power,  in  this  case,  should  acquire  the  fee  simple  of  the  es- 
tate, the  power  would  become  unnecessary,  and  would  be  conse- 
quently extinguished.'*  Mr.  Sanders,  however,  does  not  cite  any 
authority  in  support  of  his  opinion. 

102.  But  the  absorption  of  the  power  in  the  fee,  when  in  the 
same  person,  does  not  properly  fall  within  the  learning  of  mer- 
ger, but  of  extinguishment :  for  the  power  is  not  an  estate,  and 
merger,  as  we  have  seen,  results  from  the  union  of  two  or  more 
estates. 

103.  We  proceed,  in  the  fourth  and  last  place,  to  consider  the  I V. Consequea- 

consequences  of  merger;  and  first  upon  the  party  whose  estate  i.  Ontbe^rty 
is  merged.  whose  esute  is 

^  merged. 

104.  When  there  are  charges  upon  the  reversion,  and  the  pre- 
ceding estate  is  merged  therein,  and  the  reversion  becomes  the 
estate  in  possession,  the  charges.are  accelerated.    Thus,  before 

the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.  s.  39.,  where  tenant  in  tail  Supr.  s.  64..See 

£mDgton  v» 

levied  a  fine  with  proclamations,  and  the  reversion  in  fee  subse-  Errington, 
quently  descended  upon,  or  was  purchased  by  him  encumbered,         ^^*     ' 
the  base  fee  acquired  by  the  fine  merged  in  the  reversion;  so  Roe o. Bald- 
that  as  regarded  the  party  whose  interest  was  merged,  he  must  109.  Mr 
have  sustained  all  the  consequences  of  merger;  the  rule  being  ^"^Keoyoo. 
that  a  man  shall  not  derogate  from  his  own  act. 

105.  But  by  section  39  of  the  above  statute,  the  base  fee  be- 
comes enlarged  to  an  absolute  fee,  and  the  reversion  is  entirely 
excluded,  and  the  consequence  would  seem  to  follow,  that  the 
charges  on  the  reversion  are  annihilated. 

106.  So  also  where  a  condition  is  annexed  to  the  estate  merged,  1  ln>t.  218.  b. 

MottDSOO  0 

the  merger  of  the  estate  extinguishes  the  condition :  and  again.  West,  Gouldsb. 
where  tenant  for  years  takes  a  conveyance  of  the  freehold  or  in- 
heritance  subject  to  a  condition,  if  the  condition  takes  effect  to 
defeat  the  estate,  the  term  will  not  be  revived,  (a) 

107.  Thus  where  lessor  mortgaged  the  reversion  in  fee  to  the  3  Leoa.6.  pi. 
lessee  for  years,  and,  at  the  day  for  payment  of  the  money,  he  paid 

the  money ;  it  was  holden  that  the  lease  for  years  was  not  revived, 
but  utterly  extinct. 

108.  (2.)  Secondly,  with  respect  to  third  persons  having  in-  2.  With  respect 

to  thiid  persons 
(a)  The  consequences  are  the  same  in  the  case  of  extinguishment  of  copyhold.    See 
i  Co.  31 .  a.    VVatk.  Cop.  [356]. 
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terests  derived  out  of  the  estate  merged.  In  such  cases  equity 
interferes  in  their  behalf  to  preserve  the  benefit  of  the  charge  or 
other  interest^  although  at  law  merger  takes  place. 

109.  Thu8|  if  tenant  for  life  makes  a  lease^  grants  a  rent 
charge,  or  confesses  a  judgment,  and  afterwards  the  reversion 
descends  upon  or  is  purchased  by  him,  the  lease  and  the  charges 
remain  for  the  benefit  of  the  persons  entitled  thereto. 

1 10.  The  case  of  Webb  v.  Russell,  illustrates  the  preceding 
observation.  There  William  Stokes  and  Richard  Webb,  de- 
scribed to  be  the  mortgagee  of  the  premises,  demised  them  in 
1780  to  Russell  for  eleven  years,  from  the  29th  of  September, 
at  the  yearly  rent  of  200/.  payable  to  Stokes  and  his  assigns. 
Webb,  at  the  time  of  granting  the  lease,  was  possessed  of  the 
premises  for  the  residue  of  an  unexpired  term  of  ninety-nine 
years,  commencing  on  the  24th  of  June,  1770,  subject  to  an 
equity  of  redemption  in  Stokes.  Russell  entered  into  possession 
under  his  lease.  In  1781,  Medley,  the  reversioner  in  fee,  con- 
yeyed  the  reversion  expectant  upon  the  ninety-nine  years  lease  to 
Stokes  and  Morgan  Thomas,  who  conveyed  it  to  Thackeray  in 
trust  for  Webb,  subject  to  a  proviso  for  redemption  on  payment 
of  a  certain  sum  and  interest  by  Stokes  to  Webb.  In  1786, 
Webb  died,  who,  by  his  will,  bequeathed  all  his  worldly  estate 
to  the  plaintiff,  whom  he  appointed  executrix,  and  who  claimed 
the  reversion  for  the  residue  of  the  ninety-nine  years  term,  sub- 
ject to  the  equity  of  redemption  in  Stokes,  and  to  the  money 
thereupon  secured  to  Webb  as  legatee.  By  lease  and  release  of 
the  12th  and  13th  of  February,  1787,  Thackeray  released  to  the 
plaintiff  the  reversion  of  the  premises  in  fee,  freed  from  all  equity 
of  redemption ;  whereby  she  became  seized  of  the  reversion  in 
fee,  expectant  upon  the  term  of  eleven  years.  The  Court  of  C.  B. 
held  that  the  term  of  ninety-une  years  merged  in  the  reversion 
in  fee,  so  that  the  reversion  of  the  term  of  eleven  years,  which 
was  an  underlease  granted  out  of  the  ninety-nine  years  term  was 
gone ;  and  with  it  the  rent  incident  thereto ;  but  that  the  under- 
lease continued,  discharged  of  the  rent  and  covenants,  except  by 
force  of  the  personal  contract. 

111.  In  Burton  u.  Barclay  the  reader  will  see  a  case  in 
which  the  doctrine  of  Webb  v.  Russell  was  discussed ;  but,  from 
the  peculiar  circumstances  of  which,  the  reversira  of  the  original 
lease  was  held  not  to  have  passed  to  the  lessor,  so  as  to  merge. 
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1 12.  The  statQte  4  Geo.  2.  c.  28.  s.  6.  remedies  the  legal  con- 
sequences of  surrender  of  leases  upon  renewal  in  certain  cases. 
It  authorises  the  renewal  of  the  original  lease,  without  a  sur« 
render  of  the  undeMeases^  and  gives  the  ground  landlord,  the 
original  lessees,  and  the  nndei^essees,  the  same  mutual  remedies 
that  they  would  have  had  if  no  surrender  had  been  made.  A 
similar  provision  is  contained  in  the  statute  39  &  40  Geo.  3. 
c.  41.  which  enables  bishops  to  renew  leases,  by  subdividing 
tenements  and  apportioning  rents. 

113.  It  may  here  be  observed,  that  in  order  to  protect  the  Equiuble 
interests  of  third  persons,  having  charges  upon  the  estate  which  ^ ' 

has  been  destroyed  at  law  by  merger,  equity  will,  in  some  cases,  Sqd.  Tit.  8. 
interpose  its  peculiar  jurisdiction,  by  decreeing  possession  of  the  ^  '^'  ' 
lands,  for  the  period  of  the  estate  merged,  or  a  conveyance  to  by.  Fmch,  220. 

•  «««  ■■•  3  X  rest*  OoD. 

revive  the  legal  estate,  aocordmg  to  circumstances,  so  as  to  319.  Ed.  3.  and 
answer  the  purposes  of  justice.    And,  it  is  immaterial,  whether  ^^{11^'^^)^;]], 
the  estate  charged  with  the  trust  merges  in  the  estate  which  328. 
the  trustee  has  in  his  own  right,  or  the  estate  which  the  trustee 
liolds  in  his  own  right,  merges  in  the  estate  vested  in  him  as 
trustee,  or  by  direct  conveyance,  or  by  descent  upon  him  as  heir 
at  law  of  a  deceased  trustee ;  a  court  of  equity  will  relieve  in 
either  of  these  cases. 

114.  In  Saunders  v.  Bonmford,  John  Allen,  seised  in  fee,  Fiach424. 
granted  a  term  of  one  thousand  years  to  Richard  Saunders,  and 
covenanted  for  further  assurance :  Richard  Saunders,  upon  the 
marriage  of  his  son  John,  assigned  the  residue  of  the  term  to 

bim.    In  1662  John  Saunders  assigned  the  term  to  Thomas 

Harris  and  John  Allen,  upon  certain  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  his 

wife  and  children.    John  Allen  the  trustee  was  grandscm  of  the 

original  lessor;  and,  when  the  assignment  was  made  to  him^ 

was  seised  of  the  reversion  in  fee.    The  beneficial  interest  in 

the  term,  by  mesne  assignment,  became  vested  in  Nicholas 

Saunders  the  plaintiff;  and  upon  the  claim  by  Isabella  Allen, 

the  heir  at  law  of  John  AUen,  the  original  lessor  to  a  moiety,  on 

account  of  the  merger  which  took  place  in  that  moiety  by  the 

assignment  in  1662  to  Thomas  Harris  and  John  Allen,  Lord 

Nottingham,  C.  decreed  that  Nicholas  Saunders  the  plaintiff* 

should  hold  the  premises  notwithstanding  the  merger  of  the  See -alio  Dnke 

moiety,  and  that  the  heir  at  law  should  make  a  further  assurance  caae,  3 Ch.C: 

of  the  residue  of  the  term.  i5.^Sap.p.397. 
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115.  In  further  illustration  of  the  doctrine  now  under  consi- 
deration^ the  case  stated  in  the  next  section,  and  which  recently 
occurred  in  practice,  may  be  adduced  as  furnishing  an  instance 
of  merger  at  law  of  a  fractional  part  of  two  estates  meeting  to- 
gether in  the  same  person  in  different  rights,  each  estate  being 
held  in  trust  for  third  persons. 

116.  In  the  case  alluded  to,  and  which  is  by  no  means  of  un- 
frequent  occurrence,  A.  being  seised  in  fee,  conveyed  an  estate 
to  the  use  of  B.  and  C.  for  one  thousand  years,  in  trust,  for 
raising  portions,  and  subject  thereto,  to  the  use  of  himself  in  fee. 
A.  by  his  will,  made  some  time  after  the  settlement,  devised  the 
estate  to  C.  and  D.  in  fee,  upon  trusts,  and  died.  By  the  union 
of  the  one  thousand  years'  term,  of  which  C.  was  trustee  jointly 
with  B.,  with  the  inheritance  devised  to  him  and  D.  as  joint 

Vide  tupr.  Vol.  tenants  in  fee,  merger  of  the  term  took  place  in  the  moiety  of 
LordC. B.  ^'f  ^^^  &  consequent  severance;  and  the  term  in  the  other 
Gilbert.  moiety  continued  a  subsisting  legal  interest  in  B.    But,  notwith- 

standing this  merger  of  the  term  at  law  in  a  moiety,  the  Court 
In  re  Frank.      of  Chancery  directed  the  parties  entitled  to  the  inheritance  to 

16  Aug.  1832.  ,  i«iii 

MS.  restore  the  term  in  the  moiety  which  had  merged ;  and  to  execute 

such  conveyances,  as  would  legally  secure  the  equitable  charges 
upon  the  entirety  of  the  estate,  comprised  in  the  original  term. 

117.  If  in  the  above  case  the  term  had  been  satisfied,  and 
attendant  upon  the  inheritance,  the  consequence  would  have 
been  an  absolute  destruction  of  the  term  in  a  moiety  of  the  es- 
tate ;  and  the  term  in  the  other  moiety  only  would  have  remained 
attendant  upon  the  inheritance. 

3.  CoDieaaen-        118.  (3.)  In  the  third  place,  the  consequences  of  merger  affect- 

ce«  upon  the        .  ,  i        •       i  «  i  -  «  •   •      • 

esute  in  which   iDg  the  estate  wherein  the  merger  takes  place,  or  in  which  the 
tate  U»*ab«orbed.  ^^^S^^  estate  is  absorbed,  remain  to  be  noticed. 

119.  As  before  observed  in  the  instance  of  a  particular  estate 
merging  in  the  reversion,  the  reversion  is  accelerated  ;  and  not* 
only  are  the  chargeSi  which  originally  attached  upon  it  acoele- 
Sup.  8. 104.       rated,  but  the  charges  affecting  the  particular  estate  will  also 

attach  upon  the  reversion. 
2  Bulst.  42. 46.      120.  Thus  in  Errington  v.  Errington,  it  was  said  by  Dod*: 
Biddulph,  '      dridge,  J.,  if  tenant  for  life  grants  a  rent-charge,,  and  he  in  re- 
d^!%oinl? *ed.   ^^^io^  ^^^  grants  a  rent-charge,  and  the  tenant  for  life  sur- 
^onds  ».       renders  to  the  reversioner,  the  land  shall  now  be  presently  chained 

Cudmore, 

4  Mod.  I.S.C.  with  two  rents. 

1  Salk.  338. 
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1'2I.  The  consequences  of  merger  upon  the  estate  in  which 
the  merged  estate  is  absorbed,  may  be  further  noticed  in  the 
instance  of  descent.  As  where  an  estate  for  two  or  more  lives 
is  granted  to  A.  and  her  heirs,  which,  upon  her  death  being  a 
descendible  freehold,  devolves  upon  B.  her  son  as  her  heir  at 
law,  and  is  descendible  to  him  and  his  hm^  ex  parte  matema : 
afterwards  the  reversion  in  fee,  immediately  expectant  on  the 
lease  for  lives,  descends  upon  B.  ex  parte  paternd,  the  estate  for 
lives  is  merged ;  and  the  whole  fee  becomes  descendible  ex  parte 
patefTiA,  and  so  e  coftverso. 

122.  Again,  where,  before  the  recent  statute  for  abolishing  3 &4  Will. 4. 
fines  and  recoveries,  tenant  in  tail  ex  parte  matemd,  converted  ^  { Atk.  480. 
the  estate  tail  into  a  base  fee,  and  the  reversion  in  fee  descended  J^]!J|*carth?^" 
xipan  him  ex  parte  paternd f  OT  he  purchased  the  reversion  in  fee,  ^*^'?'£- 
the  base  fee  merged  :  and  the  reversion  in  fee,  thus  accelerated 

into  possession,  was  descendible  ex  parte  paternd. 

123.  But  by  that  statute,  the  law  is  now  altered  in  the  above 
case,  for  the  base  fee,  as  before  noticed,  is  enlarged  into  a  fee 
simple  absolute,  and  it  is  conceived  such  fee  simple  will  be 
d^cendible  in  the  course  of  descent  which  governed  the  base  fee, 
that  is,  ex  parte  matemd. 

124*  But  if  the  tenant  in  tail  ex  parte  ma^ema  had,  in  the  case 
last  supposed,  suffered  a  common  recovery,  as  he  thereby  only  Carth.  140-1. 
enlarged  the  estate  tail  into  a  fee,  that  fee  would  be  descendible 
ex  parte  matemd;  but  this  case  does  not  involve  the  doctrine 
of  merger. 

125.  The  various  examples  before  adduced,  will  abundantly 
suffice  to  show  the  consequences  of  merger  upon  the  party  whose 
estate  is  merged,  upon  the  persons  having  interests  derived  out 
of  such  estate,  and  upon  the  estate  in  which  the  merged  estate 
is  absorbed.  The  consequences  of  extinguishment  will  be  found 
closely  resembling  those  of  merger,  as  will  be  seen  from  the  fol- 
lowing pages. 

126.  V.  Extingtuihmenty  as  before  observed,  materially  differs  V.  EztinguUh- 
from  merger,  the  former  denoting  the  annihilation  of  a  collateral  sup.  >.  4. 
subject^  right  or  interest \n  the  estate,  out  of  which  it  is  derived, 

while  the  latter  is  the  absorption  of  the  less  in  the  greater  of 
two  or  more  estates.  Nevertheless  the  learning  of  the  onis, 
is  so  closely  analogous  to  the  principles  which  govern  the 
other,  that  a  treatise  on  merger  would  be  very  defective,  which 
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did  not,  in  some  measure,  exhibit  the  learning  of  extinguish- 
ment. 
Sap.  II.  4. 106.       127.  In  addition  to  the  remarks  already  made,  some  further 

108   Tit  8*  c  2  •  . 

t.  31.  Tit.  28.  *  obserrations  will  now  be  oflTered  upon  this  latter  subject  in  con- 
c.3.ii.3,4,&c,  eluding  the  present  chapter. 

Bri?^^  ^3  ves  ^^*  ^^^^  ^^®  ^^S^^  estate  and  equitable  ownership  unite  in 
120. 126.  per  the  Same  person  in  the  same  right*  the  latter  is  extinguished  in 
right  V.  WeiuT  ^^^  former,  the  maxim  being,  that  a  man  cannot  be  a  trustee  for 
v^.^339.^s.C.  '^^'"^^'^'  '^^  ^^^  maxim  is  applicable  to  the  extinguish- 
Videiop.  Tit.  meut  of  equitable  charges  in  the  legal  ownership  uniting  in 
12.  c  2. 8. 34.    ^Q  none  person  in  the  same  right  as   will  be  noticed  in  a 

future  page. 
Wade  V.  Paget,      129.  A  further  illustration  of  the  efiects  of  extinguishment  is 
Goodr^h^'i^^'  ^^^^  1°  the  learning  of  descents.    Thus  where  the  legal  fee 
srfh^'  "ai  *"^'  descends  ex  parte  paiem&,  upon  a  person  seised  in  fee  of  the 
3  Vet.  339.     '  equitable  ownership  ex  parte  nuttemA ;  in  such  case  the  l^al 

estate  will  govern  the  course  of  descent 

130.  So  again  where  the  reversion  in  fee  ex  parte  paiemd  de- 
scends upon  a  person  seised  of  a  rent-charge  in  fee  ex  parte 
See  also  Good-   matemd.  the  latter  will  be  extincruished,  to  the  exclusion  of  the 

*    a  vara   ■  ^^ 

title  v.  WDite»  .  1  i_   • 

16  Eaat,  174.     maternal  neirs. 

£tTid.8Dp.  131.  On  the  extinguishment  of  powers  the  reader  is  referred 

"*'    '     '     *  to  title  XXXII.  chapter  XIX.;  where  he  wiD  find  that  branch 

of  the  subject  now  under  consideration,  fully  discussed. 
Eztingttiiliment      132.  We  shall  condode  with  noticing  some  important  distinc- 
of  chargea,        tions  in  reference  to  the  extinguishment  of  charges  by  the  union, 

in  the  same  person,  of  the  charge,  with  the  lands  upon  which  the 

charge  is  imposed. 
Where  the  133.  First »  where  the  person  entitled  to  the  charge  acquires 

S^  hal^riy  only  a  partial  interest  in  the  land,  tiie  charge  will  not  be 
M»|^*i  interest  extinguished  or  suspended,  beyond  the  extent  of  the  owner^s 

interest,  as  will  appear  from  the  authorities  cited  in  the  note 

below,  (a) 
Whm  he  jnir*       134.  Secondly,  if  the  owner  of  the  charge  purchases  the  in- 
chaaea  the  Im.    {j^fi^i^QQ  jj^  fee^  q^  acquires  it  by  defise  or  descent,  the  personal 

Chester  v,         ropresoatatives,  in  the  absence  of  any  intention  in  the  owner  of 
'  ^^  ^^^  the  inheritance  to  keep  the  charge  on  foot,  cannot  enforce  the 
charge  against  the  real  representative. 

(a)  Claite  V.  Rutland,  Lane  111.    Cheiter  v.  Willea,  Amb.  246.    Price  v.  Seys, 
Bam.  Ch.  Ca.  120. 126. 
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136.  Thus  in  the  recent  case  oC  Asdey  v.  Milles,  Richard  i  sim.  298. 
MilleSy  being  tenant  for  life  of  estates  settled  in  strict  settlement, 
bought  up  some  of  the  charges  upon  the  estate,  and  had  them 
assigned  to  a  trustee  in  trust  for  himself.  In  November  1818, 
he  purchased  the  reversionary  interest  in  the  estate  of  his  grand- 
son Lord  Sondes,  who  was  tenant  in  tail  next  in  remainder,  and 
tbey  suffered  a  recovery,  the  uses  of  which  were  declared  to 
enure  to  Richard  Milles  in  fee.  In  the  ibUowing  December 
Richard  MiUes  made  his.  will,  devising  the  estate  so  purchased 
(subject  to  the  charges  that  might  be  subsisting  thereon  at  the 
time  of  his  death,)  in  sttict  settlement ;  and  be  appointed  his 
wife  Mary  Elizabeth  Milles,  his  sole  executrix  and  residuary 
legatee.  By  the  death  of  Richard  Milles,  the  limitalions^  prior 
to>  the  remainder  in  tail  recently  io  Lord  Sondes,  failed.  Upon 
a  bill  filed  by  the  personal  representatives  of  the  widow  and 
executrix  of  Richard  Millesy  to  have  the  charges,  purchased 
by  him,  raised  out  of  the  estates.  Sir  John  Leach,  M*  R. 
decided  that  the  charges  merged;  and  parol  evidence  was 
ad«mitted  in  support  of  the  presumption  thast  the  testator  in- 
tended to  discharge  the  estates,  and  not  to  devise  them  cum 
(mere. 

13&  Again,  in  Tyler  v.  Lake,  Henry  Lovd  Teynham  by  his  4Siin.d6t. 
win  devised  hia  real  estatee  to»  hie  bcother  the  Honousable  John 
Hoper  in  fte,  charged  with  lOOOi?.,  which  he  gave  to  him  in  trust 
for  the  separate  use  of  his  sister  Catherine  Tyler  for  life ;  and 
after  her  death  as  she  should  by  will  apoint,  and  in  defaalt  of 
appointment,  to  be  retained  by  Im  brothev  for  ki&  own  use*  The 
tesltttor  died  m  1800,  leaving  hia  brother  John  his  heir,  who  be* 
cane  Lerd  Teynbam,  and  who  by  bis  will  devised  the  estates  to 
tvustees  in  truat  far  Catherine  Tyler  and  Charles  U.  Tyler,  as 
tenants  in  common  in  fee,  subject  to  his  debts,  &c.  and  all  in- 
citaibiaiieea  affecting  those  estates.  By  a  eedieil  he  directed  his 
personal  estaile  to' be  first  apf4ied  in  payment  of  bie  debts,  &c. 
After  hia  death  the  truetees  conveyed  the  estates  to  Catherine 
Tyler  and  Charles  H.  Tyler,  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee,  subject 
to  the  1000/.  and  to  the  debts  and  legacies  of  John  Lord  Teyn- 
ham. They  having  agreed  to  make  partition,  one  moiety  of  the 
estates  was  conveyed  to  Catherine  Tyler  in  fee,  subject  to  a 
term  for  jndemnifynig  Charles  H.  Tyler  from  the  1000/. ;  and 

VOL.  VI.  K   K 
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the  other  moiety  was  conveyed  to  him   in   fee.     Catherine 

Tyler  afterwards  mortgaged  her  moiety   in  fee,  and  by  her 

will,  without  referring  to  the  1000/.,  disposed  of  her  personal 

estate  in  general  terms.     Upon  a  question  whether  the  charge 

merged  in  the  fee.  Sir  L.  Shadwell,  V.  C.  decided  in  the 

affirmative. 

Thomas  v.  137.  But  if  there  is  evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  owner 

2  Veni/348.      of  the  fee  that  the  charge  should  not  merge,  or  where  the  party 

Moffku^  ^^  incapable  of  expressing  any  intention,  and  it  appears  to  the 

18  Ves.  384.      Court  to  be  most  advantageous  to  him  that  the  charge  should 

continue,  in  such  cases,  the  charge  will  not  sink. 

iwu'tj.Mor.  ^^^'  '^^®'  ^^  *"  '"*^"*  ^*  entitled  to  a  charge  and  the  in- 
gaii,2Veni.90.  heritancc  descends  upon  him,  in  that  case,  during  infancy,  the 
Kemeys,  ubi  charge  will  not  be  extinguished,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  infant's 
*"P*  executors  or  administrators,  in  favour  of  the  heir. 

Com*t^»  ^^^'  '^^'^  exception  is  not  made  in  respect  of  the  estate  of 

Ozenden,  4       a  lunatic ;  for  if  a  charece  upon  his  real  estate  devolves  upon 

Bra  C   C   307  '  o  •  ■ 

'  him,  it  shall  sink  for  the  benefit  of  the  heir :  the  maxim  being, 
that  there  is  no  equity  between  the  heir,  and  the  personal  re- 
presentative of  a  lunatic. 
Distinctions  as        140.  Thirdly,  we  notice  some  further  distinctions,  in  reference 
of  interest  of  lie  to  the  duration  or  quantity  of  interest,  which  the  person  jMtytng 
^^^^i|JJ^°^     off'  a  charge  has  in  the  estate  charged ;  that  is,  where  he  has 

only  a  freehold  interest,  and  where  an  estate  of  inheritance  in 

fee  or  in  tail. 

When  owner  of       141.  Thus  where  a  tenant  for  life,  or  tenant  in  tail  after  pos- 

m  lands  pays      sibility  of  issue  extinct,  pays  off  a  charge,  in  the  absence  of  inten- 

off  a  chaigc.       jJqjj  ^  ^j^^  contrary,  the  charge  will  continue  for  the  benefit  of 

his  personal  representatives ;  and  notwithstanding  the  reversion 
in  fee  is  vested  in  the  tenant  for  life,  there  being  an  intervening 
estate.(a) 
Where  he  is  142.  But  where  the  charge  is  paid  off  by  the  tenant  in  taB 

tenant  in  tail.  ^  '^  -^   .  i       u    • 

having  power  of  alienation,  the  presumption  will  be,  that  he  m- 
tended  to  exonerate  the  estate,  unless  there  exists  evidence  of  a 
contrary  intention.  (&) 

(a)  Shrewsbury  v.  Shrewsbury,  1  Vei.  J.  227.  Earl  of  Buckingham  v.  Uobart,  3 
Swanst.  186.  199.  per  Lord  Eldon.    Vid.  sup.  Vol.  I.  p.  420. 

(6)  Wyndham  v.  Lord  Egremont,  Amb.  753.  Jones  v.  Morgan,  1  Bro.  C.  C.206. 
3  Swanst.  199. 
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143.  So,  afortiorL  if  the  charge  be  paid  off  by  the  tenant  in  ^^«ra  he  » 

g,        ,  fs  w  ft  tenant  in  fee- 

fee  Simple.    In  order  therefore  to  keep  up  the  charge,  there 

should  be  an  assignment  of  the  incumbrance,  or  a  declaration  of 

an  intention  to  keep  it  on  foot,  (a) 

(a)  Chaodot  v.  Talbot,  2  P.  Will.  603-4.  For  foriher  information  on  the  subjects 
of  merger  and  extinguishment,  see  Viner's  Abridgment  under  those  titles,  and  Mr. 
Preston's  third  volume  of  Conveyancing. 
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